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Abstract 
The purpose of this study was to investigate faculty perceptions towards the 
transitioning process from face-to-face to online instruction.  This study investigated 
the overall perceptions towards the transitioning process, the perceived changes in 
the teaching methods, technical and instructional design skills needed for the 
process, the change in preference towards face-to-face or online instruction after the 
transition, in addition to the challenges faculty members faced during the transition 
process.  It also tested to determine if there were differences in responses based on 
gender, faculty position, years teaching in higher education institutions, and total 
number of courses taught whether fully online or blended.  
The study was exploratory using a survey research design to answer the 
research questions.  The respondents were faculty members who had taught online 
at University of South Florida (USF) main campus (Tampa) and St. Petersburg 
campus. They were surveyed using a web-based questionnaire specially designed 
for the study.  
There was a total of 121 respondents to the survey.  Descriptive statistics, 
frequency analysis, chi-square tests, t tests, and one-way ANOVAs were used to 
analyze the data, in addition to other statistics to verify various assumptions.    
The study found that faculty members were motivated to begin teaching online 
because of job expectations and by flexibility offered in online environment, but they 
found the transitioning process to be difficult and impartial.  Faculty believed that 
xii 
converting to online instruction depends on the course content, the students, and the 
instructors.  On the other hand, active learning improved in online instruction, and 
more creative assessments were used to address individual needs for students.  A 
major finding was related to the positive changes in perception towards online 
teaching as faculty members taught more blended and fully online courses.  Faculty 
members also noted that more opportunities for additional technical and instructional 
design training are needed, and that it should be a requirement before teaching 
online.  Faculty members indicated that transitioning to online instruction is time 
consuming and requires a lot of work and effort to develop quality online courses.  
They implied that university administrators in specific do not seem to be fully aware of 
the required amount of time and effort needed in such a transitioning process.  
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Chapter 1 
 Introduction 
According to Ginsburg (1998), Young (1998), Maguire (2005), and Esani 
(2010), technology is reforming many aspects in society.  For Instance, most 
professions have had to change to make use of the evolving technologies, adult 
education is not an exception.  In fact, in the case of education in general, and adult 
education specifically, technology has enabled a whole new delivery method, namely 
online education.  
Course delivery has numerous methods.  A course can be delivered entirely 
online, traditionally in a face-to-face delivery method (F2F), or in a blended method, 
which can range from having an online course that would have a number of F2F 
meetings, or the other way around where a F2F course can use some online 
components, or percentages of both methods (Black, 2002).  According to the Online 
Learning Consortium, Grade Change: Tracking Online Education in the United States  
An online course is defined as one in which at least 80 percent of the course 
content is delivered online.  Face-to-face instruction includes courses in which 
zero to 29 percent of the content is delivered online; this category includes 
both traditional and web facilitated courses. The remaining alternative, 
blended (or hybrid) instruction, has between 30 and 80 percent of the course 
content delivered online.  (Allen & Seaman, 2014, p. 6) 
 
The popularity of online courses in the past decade and the emergence of 
universities and schools that offer entire degrees online have motivated a stream of 
academic research in this area.  Researchers studied many aspects of online 
 2 
education including, but not limited to: effectiveness of online education (Nguyen, 
2015), comparisons between the outcomes of online education and traditional 
education (Bethel & Bernard, 2010), and learner’s perceptions of online delivery 
methods (Smart & Cappel, 2006). 
One of the least researched areas in relation to online instruction is the 
change that has been occurring in educator teaching methods (Beaudoin, 1990; 
Berge, 1995; Johnson, 2009; Twomey, 2004).  Many of these researchers agree that 
online education is changing the role of instructor from a class manager and leader to 
a facilitator of learning.   
While some argue that teaching online courses requires a new set of skills on 
the instructor side (Twomey, 2004), others believe that an instructor can use the 
same skills that are used in face-to-face classes and apply them to online teaching, 
especially if the delivery method is blended in nature (Gold, 2001).  This latter view, 
according to Bennett and Marsh (2002), may work, but it would limit the potential of 
online learning and the innovative opportunities that come with it.  
The enrollment in online instruction in higher education institutions is 
increasing rapidly (Johnson, 2009).  Students report that it is more convenient, less 
costly, and easier to access an online course from anywhere at any time.  The 
boundaries are limited and the material is covered in a smooth way.  According to the 
Online Learning Consortium, Grade Level: Tracking Online Education in the United 
States (Allen & Seaman, 2015) report “the number of students taking at least one 
online course has grown at a rate greater than that of the overall higher education 
student body” (p. 12).  
 3 
In the EDUCAUSE Center for Analysis and Research (ECAR), a 2013 study of 
The State of E-Learning in Higher Education: An Eye Toward Growth and Increased 
Access survey, data show that one of the top benefits of e-learning for the institution 
is the increased growth of student enrollment, by giving more accessibility to a wider 
range of students in spanning a larger geographical area, and by giving more 
flexibility for students, which may increase student retention and persistence.  The 
study also shows that “nearly all institutions (98%) have at least some departments, 
units, or programs with a major interest in e-learning” (Bichsel, 2013, p. 7).   
Moreover, “(82%) of institutions offer at least several courses online, and more 
than half (53%) offer a significant number of courses online” (Bichsel, 2013, p. 19).  
According to the ECAR Study of Students and Information Technology, in 2014 an 
online course was taken by almost half of the higher education students (Dahlstrom, 
Brooks, Grajek, & Reeves, 2015).  According to the Online Learning Consortium, 
Grade Level: Tracking Online Education in the United States (Allen & Seaman, 2015) 
report shows that “the proportion of academic leaders who report that online learning 
is critical to their institution's long-term strategy has grown from 48.8 percent in 2002 
to 70.8 percent in 2014” (p. 4).  At the same time, the hope that integrating 
technology into courses would make teaching more efficient, and would allow faculty 
to teach more students with improved quality, has not proven to be the case yet.  
One of the major barriers to the growth of online education is the extra time 
and effort that it takes a faculty member to develop an online course than to teach a 
corresponding F2F course.  A majority of academic leaders report that “new 
technologies, faculty experience with teaching online, and expanded and improved 
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institutional support services have not had any effect in reducing this problem” (p. 
26).  In addition, 78.0% of academic leaders view the additional efforts required to 
deliver an online course as a barrier for online instruction.  
One of the 2014 EDUCAUSE Top-Ten IT [Information Technology] issues 
related to the development of online courses.  Online courses require converting the 
learning objectives to an online format, to best serve the students learning process.  
According to Bichsel (2013), one of the biggest barriers to adopting online 
learning is faculty readiness to teach online.  Many colleges and universities believe 
they do not have enough support to prepare faculty to teach online and are in need 
for more staffing to adequately support e-learning at their institutions.  Of 
respondents 78% agreed that faculty interest in integrating technology into teaching 
and determining which technology to use in their courses were the top items for 
faculty readiness at their institutions.  
Statement of the Problem  
In online instruction in higher education settings, the role of a faculty member 
shifts from authority figure to facilitator; the faculty member becomes the student’s 
helper to learn and gain knowledge.  This move from faculty teaching to student 
learning orientation creates a challenge to faculty members to make major changes 
to their teaching strategies, in order for them to meet the students’ needs as adult 
learners (Johnson, 2009).  Examining the reports generated by leading organizations 
researching Information Technology (IT) and higher education are discussed below.  
These include reports by the Online Learning Consortium (OLC) and several different 
publications by the EDUCAUSE Center for Analysis and Research (ECAR). 
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One example of these reports is the Grade Level: Tracking Online Education 
in the United States (Allen & Seaman, 2015) by the OLC.  The Online Learning 
Consortium is “the leading professional organization devoted to advancing quality 
online learning by providing professional development, instruction, best practice 
publications and guidance to educators, online learning professionals and 
organizations around the world” (Allen & Seaman, 2015, p. 2). 
In this report, several relevant topics to this study are outlined.  These topics 
include the learning outcomes of online education, student enrollment, faculty 
acceptance of online education, barriers to growth of online education, and student 
discipline and retention in online education.   
 Another report is the ECAR study of The State of E-Learning in Higher 
Education: An Eye Toward Growth and Increased Access (Bichsel, 2013) by 
EDUCAUSE.  The EDUCAUSE Center for Analysis and Research (ECAR) is 
a nonprofit association and the foremost community of IT leaders and 
professionals committed to advancing higher education.  EDUCAUSE 
programs and services are focused on analysis, advocacy, community 
building, professional development, and knowledge creation because IT plays 
a transformative role in higher education.  EDUCAUSE supports those who 
lead, manage, and use information technology through a comprehensive 
range of resources and activities.  (Bichsel, 2013, p. 1)  
 
Several key findings, relevant to this study, include the institutions interest in 
e-learning, the benefits of e-learning for faculty, students, and institutions, delivering 
e-learning services and technologies, selection of e-learning technologies and 
solutions.  Additional concerns about staff capacity and capability, technology know-
how of faculty, and the learning outcomes regardless of delivery mode are included.  
Another report published by EDUCAUSE is the ECAR Study of Faculty and 
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Information Technology (Dahlstrom & Brooks, 2014).  Nine key findings were outlined 
in this report, some of which are relevant to this study (e.g., faculty online teaching 
experiences, faculty skills at integrating Learning Management Systems [LMS], 
various kinds of technology into their courses, and technology support for faculty).  
An additional report published by EDUCAUSE (2014) was an Executive Brief 
titled Foundations of Online Learning: Where Digital Living and Education Meet.  The 
report discusses several online approaches that can promote greater student 
engagement, deeper learning outcomes, and a better quality of learning.  Some of 
these approaches include: blended courses, flipped classrooms, and massive open 
online courses (MOOCs).  It also reports the major barriers for adopting online 
learning, which include lack of faculty readiness, faculty assistance with technology, 
and adequate staffing to support e-learning.  
Moreover, the ECAR Study of Faculty and Information Technology (Brooks, 
2015) report has several relevant key findings.  These include the faculty whose 
teaching experiences use technology more often, faculty who require more evidence 
of the impact of technology on student learning, and faculty who need more training 
and time to better incorporate technology into their courses.     
 Furthermore, the annual reports by EDUCAUSE Top-Ten Research on Higher 
Education IT Issues and Strategic Technologies (2013, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017) 
were examined.  These annual reports reveal the trends and forecasts used by  
Higher education leaders and decision makers to know what's important and 
where to focus in their IT planning and management.  The lists of top IT issues 
and strategic technologies are developed by a panel of experts comprised of 
IT and non-IT leaders, CIOs, and faculty members and then voted on by the 
EDUCAUSE community in an annual survey.  (EDUCAUSE, 2016, “About the 
Top 10 Research on Higher Education”, para. 1) 
 7 
   
According to Grajek and the EDUCAUSE IT Issues Panel (2013, 2014, 2015, 
2016), one of the 2013 EDUCAUSE Top-Ten IT Issues was the issue of determining 
the role of online learning and developing a sustainable strategy for that role.  This 
issue also appeared as one of the 2014 EDUCAUSE Top-Ten IT Issues, in addition 
to the issue of assisting faculty with the integration of instructional technology.  
Another concern in the 2015 EDUCAUSE Top-Ten IT Issues was optimizing the use 
of technology in teaching and learning in collaboration with academic leadership, 
including understanding the appropriate level of technology to use.  Furthermore, e-
learning and online education provide scalable and well-resourced e-learning 
services, facilities, and staff to support increased access to and expansion of online 
education is also one of the 2016 EDUCAUSE Top-Ten IT Issues.  
Based on the above research reports in IT and higher education, several 
topics have been studied regarding faculty and IT.  However, there is little research 
on the perceptions of faculty on the transitioning process from face-to-face to online 
instruction.  In many traditional classes, instructors teach classes with prepared 
materials and give traditional face-to-face lectures.  But, in online instruction, the 
delivery method of the materials has changed to an electronic format usually 
arranged into modules, and the interaction can be either asynchronous or 
synchronous (Beaudoin, 1990; Berge, 1995; Harasim, 2000). 
Statement of Purpose   
The purpose of this study was to investigate faculty perceptions towards the 
transitioning process from face-to-face to online instruction.  This study investigated 
the perceived changes in the teaching methods and skills that faculty members in 
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higher education settings use in teaching online courses.  It is expected that 
exclusively online courses may cause instructors to use different methods and skills 
to adapt to the online delivery method (Harasim, 2000; Watts, 2010). 
Research Questions  
This research investigated the following questions: 
1. What are the overall perceptions of USF faculty on the course transition 
process from face-to-face to online instruction? Are there differences in 
responses based on gender, faculty position, years teaching in higher 
education institutions, and total number of courses taught whether fully online 
or blended?  
2. What teaching method changes, if any, did the USF faculty report in their 
online courses, following the process of transitioning courses from face-to-face 
to online instruction?  Are there differences in responses based on gender, 
faculty position, years teaching in higher education institutions, and total 
number of courses taught whether fully online or blended?  
3. What are USF faculty perceptions of the technical training aspects related to 
online instruction? Are there differences in responses based on gender, faculty 
position, years teaching in higher education institutions, and total number of 
courses taught whether fully online or blended?  
4. What are USF faculty perceptions of the instructional design training aspects 
related to online instructions? Are there differences in responses based on 
gender, faculty position, years teaching in higher education institutions, and 
total number of courses taught whether fully online or blended?  
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5. Following the process of transitioning courses from face-to-face to online, what 
delivery format do USF faculty prefer? Are there differences in responses 
based on gender, faculty position, years teaching in higher education 
institutions, and total number of courses taught whether fully online or 
blended?  
6. What were the major challenges that USF faculty experienced during the 
course transition process?  Are there differences in responses based on 
gender, faculty position, years teaching in higher education institutions, and 
total number of courses taught whether fully online or blended?  
Theoretical Framework 
This research was grounded within the theory of connectivism, which is a 
learning theory for the digital age that takes into consideration the effect of 
technology on learning and the changing nature of learning in a networked world.  In 
connectivism, learning is defined in terms of the nodes and the connections between 
them, or as Siemens (2004) defines it:  
Connectivism is the integration of principles explored by chaos, network, and 
complexity and self-organization theories.  Learning is a process that occurs 
within nebulous environments of shifting core elements–not entirely under the 
control of the individual.  Learning (defined as actionable knowledge) can 
reside outside of ourselves (within an organization or a database), is focused 
on connecting specialized information sets, and the connections that enable 
us to learn more are more important than our current state of knowing.  (p. 5) 
 
This theory is key to this research since it recognizes the decentralized 
process of learning, in the digital world, such as in an e-learning environment; 
therefore, the changing role of an educator as a facilitator of the learning process.  It 
also recognizes the distributed and fast changing nature of knowledge in current 
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time; hence, it views learning as the process of connecting nodes or information 
sources.  Learning can reside in non-human appliances.  It stresses the importance 
of maintaining the learning connections for continual learning (Siemens, 2004). 
According to Bell (2011), Reese (2014), and Siemens (2004), the process of 
learning is also viewed as a cycle of knowledge development where personal 
information feeds the knowledge of the networks (or institutions) and, in turn, gets fed 
by their information.  Maintaining the connection can assure an updated knowledge 
from others’ experiences and new gained information.    
The scope of this study is to examine faculty perceptions on the transitioning 
process from face-to-face to online instructions.  This research is supported by the 
first scenario from Bell (2011).  In his study, he explored different sets of scenarios to 
map contexts to possible theories illustrating how technology enabled learning that 
can be used for researchers and probationers. In the first scenario he used teacher’s 
adoption of web 2.0 in the classroom to improve teacher’s practice and support and 
to encourage effective networked learning in studies.  This transition involves the 
change of the teaching philosophy of educators from being centered around the 
instructor to more distributed and student-centric methods.  It therefore requires that 
the instructor recognize the different nature of learning that is supported by the 
connectivism theory.  
There are important implications as indicated by Siemens (2004) for the 
connectivism view.  Mainly in terms of the design of the learning environment base 
and personal knowledge management that can be useful for this study.  
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Significance of Study 
 The importance of this study stems from the rapid growth of institutions 
offering online courses and the number of students taking them.  In the ECAR Study 
of Faculty and Information Technology  
Faculty recognize that online learning opportunities can promote access to 
higher education but are more reserved in their expectations for online 
courses to improve outcomes.  Online teaching experience is moderate, and 
faculty with some online teaching experience have more positive attitudes 
toward learning that has web-based components, including the potential value 
of MOOCs to higher education.  (Dahlstrom & Brooks, 2014, p. 11) 
 
 Approximately 78% of faculty reported that online learning can make higher 
education available to more students, and 35% reported that online learning helps 
students learn more effectively, in addition to 42% who reported that online learning 
will lead to pedagogical breakthroughs (Dahlstrom & Brooks, 2014). 
According to the Online Learning Consortium, Grade Level: Tracking Online 
Education in the United States report (Allen & Seaman, 2015), the crucial question is 
if the learning outcomes in online offering are comparable to face-to-face.  Since, 
there is no agreed upon measurement of education quality either for face-to-face or 
for online education, such question remains open.  The Online Learning Consortium 
addressed this issue by asking the academic leaders to rate the comparative quality 
for F2F and online education.   
The percent of academic leaders rating the learning outcomes in online 
education as the same or superior to those in face-to-face instruction grew 
from 57.2% in 2003 to 77.0% in 2012.  The upward trend reversed in 2013, 
with a dip to 74.1%, a rate that has remained constant for 2014.  (Allen & 
Seaman, 2015, p. 5) 
 
A great number of academic leaders rate learning outcomes in online courses 
as the “same” as in face-to-face (54.1% to 57.9%).  However, fewer leaders rate the 
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learning outcomes in online courses as superior or somewhat superior to face-to-face 
(20.0% to 16.3%).  Nevertheless, the proportion remained the same at 25.9% last 
year for the academic leaders who rate the learning outcomes for online education 
lower than face-to-face instruction (Allen & Seaman, 2015). 
  “Faculty have a lot of experience teaching with technology but would like more 
evidence of its efficacy and more training on how to better incorporate technology 
into their classrooms” (Brooks, 2015, p. 12).  This study can help faculty and 
academic leaders to identify areas where faculty need additional support, resources, 
and training, as well as helping institutions to identify areas in which they can grow or 
improve on their eLearning efforts.   
Limitations  
The lack of generalizability, since this study was conducted on a specific 
population and the fact that some participants might not fully disclose their actual 
perceptions, may limit the focus of this study.  There are so many internal and 
external factors that influence course transitions at any given institution, it may be 
outside the scope of this study to examine all of them.  
Definitions of Terms 
The operational definitions used in this study are as follows: 
Asynchronous delivery.  When learners participate in an online learning course at 
different times.  This might also be called eLearning or web-based training.  
Asynchronous learning allows learners to go through a course at their own pace and 
on their own schedule.  
Blended learning.  An instructional approach that includes a combination of online 
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and in-person learning activities.  For example, students can complete online self-
paced assignments by a certain date and then meet on-site or online for additional 
learning activities.  
Challenges.  Faculty concerns related to issues in developing and offering online 
courses.  
Delivery format.  The method by which the course is offered whether fully online, 
Face-to-Face, or blended (a combination of both methods). 
Distance education.  Describes the setting where educators and learners do not need 
to be at the same location in the same time in order to teach, learn, and 
communicate.  Instead, several technologies can be used to facilitate the 
communication, teaching, and learning between the educators and learners.  
eLearning.  An umbrella term (short for electronic learning) that refers to all types of 
training, education, and instruction that occurs on a digital medium, like a computer 
or mobile phone. 
Faculty.  An individual who delivers course content under the auspices of the 
University.  
Face-to-Face (F2F) courses.  Traditional offering of courses on an in-class basis. 
Instructional training design.  Training on the identification of the knowledge, 
information, and skill gaps of a particular group of people and creating or selecting 
learning experiences that close this gap.  Instructional designers base their learning 
decisions on cognitive psychology, instructional theory, and best practices for 
instructional delivery. 
Online course.  A course that is delivered over the internet, the learner usually does 
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not need to meet in person with an educator or with other learners. 
Perception.  The faculty perspectives about the course transition process. 
Synchronous delivery.  Electronic interaction between participants simultaneously in 
real time, such as in chat rooms. 
Technical training aspects.  Training on the knowledge of tools to facilitate the online 
learning process.  
Transition process.  Transforming the content of a course from a Face-to-Face (F2F) 
format to an online course offering.   
Organization of Study 
Chapter 1 introduces the study, presenting the statement of the problem and 
the purpose, the research questions, and the theoretical framework.  This is followed 
by the significance of the study, the limitations of the study, definition of terms, and 
organization of the study.  Chapter 2 reviews and evaluates relevant literature 
associated with this study.  The literature reviewed for this study includes history of 
online instruction, transitioning from F2F to online teaching, models of change, 
changes to teaching methods, shifts in roles of instructors and learners, more than just 
a change in technology, faculty needs, online instruction, theoretical principles of 
online learning, and summary.  Chapter 3 specifies and provides a rationale for the 
research methods used in this study.  This includes the research design, population 
and sample, instrumentation, data collection, and data analysis.  Chapter 4 describes 
the analysis of the collected data, including participant demographics characteristics, 
findings for research question 1, findings for research question 2, findings for 
research question 3&4, findings for research question 5, findings for research 
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question 6, and observations.  Chapter 5 includes a summary, conclusions, 
implications, and recommendations for future research.
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Chapter 2 
 Literature Review   
The purpose of this research was to investigate faculty perceptions towards 
the transitioning process from face-to-face to online instruction.   This chapter 
includes the history of online instruction, transitioning from F2F to online teaching, 
models of change, changes to teaching methods, shifts in roles on instructors and 
learners, more than just a change in technology, faculty needs, online teaching, 
theoretical principles of online teaching, and summary.   
History of Online Instruction 
In this section, the history of distance education in the U.S. is discussed. 
History can help others understand how education followed the advancement in 
communication in the past few centuries making use of the newest technologies as 
they emerged in order to reach out to a wider audience of learners.  Distance 
education started as early as the eighteenth century by making use of mail to offer 
learning the “Art of Shorthand” through correspondence (Emmerson, 2004; Sargeant, 
Curran, Allen, Jarvis-Selinger, & Ho, 2006).  In the 19th century, more people and 
institutions started seeing the potential for distance learning, by the end of the 
century complete undergraduate and graduate programs were offered in absentia 
through mail correspondence.  In 1890, the American Society for the Extension of 
University Teaching was established to facilitate universities extension activities to 
extend college education to those who could not access residential college 
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education.  By 1930, there were 39 American universities offering courses by 
correspondence (Emmerson, 2004). 
The next stage in distance education used radio.  In 1921, the first educational 
radio license was issued to the Latter Day Saints University at Salt Lake City in Utah, 
where correspondence education was supplemented by educational radio.  The 
diffusion of the use of radio in education was relatively fast; in a few years, there 
were 171 educational radio stations in the U.S. (Kang, 2009). 
Not long after that period, educational TV emerged as the next development in 
distance education.  The first educational TV station started with lectures in 
elementary art from the Plastic and Graphics Arts Department from the Electrical 
Engineering Department of the University of Iowa.  Many other educational institutes 
followed with different types of programs (Kang, 2009).  By 1959, there were about 
40 educational TV stations (Emmerson, 2004; Kang, 2009; Samora, 2013).  The 
need for updated and systemized instructional methods that can go along with the 
advancement in the delivery methods was realized by educational institutions.  The 
University of Wisconsin created the “Articulated Instructional Media (AIM) Project” 
which applied a systems approach to an alternative instructional delivery mode in 
1960 (Emmerson, 2004).  
The emergence of telephones also played a role in education by the 1960s.  
The University of Wisconsin employed the Educational Telephone Network (ETN).  
The Network (ETN) explained how to deliver a postgraduate medical education to 
physicians at remote sites.  Afterwards the university expanded its use of ETN to 
other university learning centers and courthouses, and then music programs were 
 18 
offered by the ETN (Emmerson, 2004; Kang, 2009). 
According to Harasim (2000), one of the most important advancements in 
distance education was the introduction of e-mail and computer network systems to 
education.  By the mid 1970s, email was being used to supplement distance 
education.  Computer networks also played an important role in education since the 
beginning (Harasim, 2000).  It is noteworthy to mention that one of the first civil uses 
of computer networks was for educational purposes with the introduction of the 
National Science Foundation Network (NSFNET) in 1985 to promote advanced 
research and education networking in the United States, which helped many 
universities slowly offer programs “online” over those networks (Kang, 2009).  Also, in 
1982, the National University Telecommunications Network (NUTN) was established 
as a consortium with about 60 institutions (Moore & Kearsley, 2011).  In addition, the 
first programs offered online were in adult education and executive education at the 
Western Behavioral Sciences Institute (Harasim, 2000).  Nova University offered 
graduate courses online by 1985 (Emmerson, 2004).   
The launch of the internet and the World Wide Web in the 1990s transformed 
learning and introduced a new form of distance education, namely online education 
or eLearning (Emmerson, 2004; Harasim, 2000).  See Table 1 for an overview of the 
history of distance education, the 1990s and the 2000s saw an increased interest 
national wide in online education (Harasim, 2000).  In 2009 about 81% of college 
students had taken at least one online course and, by 2014, 98% of public colleges 
and universities offered online programs.  Based on the short narrative previously 
presented, distance education has taken many shapes depending on the available 
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methods of communication in different times.  As Table 1 shows, it made use of 
different communication methods as they emerged, such as regular mail, radio, TV, 
computer networks, and finally the internet.  This table was compiled from a varity of 
different resources (Emmerson, 2004; Harasim, 2000; Kang, 2009; Ray, 2009). 
Transitioning from F2F to Online Teaching  
A number of studies have investigated the transition between face-to-face 
(F2F) and online instruction concerning faculty members (Baran & Correia, 2014; 
Conceicao, 2006; Coppola, Hiltz, & Rotter, 2002; Major, 2010).  Those studies 
showed that many faculty members do adopt new skills and roles to adapt to the 
changing delivery method, in addition to building new understanding to the 
environment including their methods, roles, and beliefs.  These changes and 
adaptations potentially determine the chances of success through the transition from 
F2F to online teaching.  
In an empirical study, Folley (2013) investigated the beginning experiences of 
instructors teaching online for the first time and found that most instructors were 
anxious and perceived a significant difference in online delivery.  In addition to having 
a negative view towards online teaching compared to F2F teaching, especially in 
relation to non-verbal cues from students, building one-to-one relations with students, 
and managing time and workload were also factors.  Most of those instructors 
attempted to use the same teaching practices and methods that they used in the F2F 
environment for online instruction.   
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Table 1 
Overview of the History of Distance Education 
Year Event Medium 
1728 Caleb Philip offered “Art of Shorthand” to anyone in 
the country by sending weekly lessons 
Correspondence 
education by 
mail 1873 Anna Ticknor founded a society to encourage studies 
at home 
1874 Weslyan University offered first “in absentia” graduate 
and undergraduate programs 
1878 First national adult education program and 
correspondence school: Chautauqua Literary and 
Scientific Circle (CLSC) 
1890 American Society for the Extension of University 
Teaching established  
1892 University of Chicago offered first university distance 
education program 
1930 39 American universities offered courses by 
correspondence 
1921 First educational radio license issued  Educational 
Radio 1925 171 educational radio stations granted licenses and 
assigned call letters 
1930 First educational TV Educational TV 
1959 Twenty-four states and Puerto Rico had a total of 40 
educational television stations on the air 
1960 University of Wisconsin’s Articulated Instructional 
Media (AIM) Project applied a systems approach to 
an alternative instructional delivery mode 
1965 University of Wisconsin, Madison employed an 
Educational Telephone Network (ETN)  
Educational 
Telephone 
 
E-mail and 
Computer 
networks 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Internet and 
World Wide web 
 
 
1973 
1975 
1981 
1982 
 
1982 
 
1984 
1985 
 
1989 
Music programs offered by ETN 
University courses supplemented by mail 
First online course in adult education 
First online program in executive education in 
Western Behavioral Sciences Institute 
National University Telecommunications Network was 
established 
Undergraduate courses offered online 
Nova Southwest University offers graduate courses 
online 
Internet Launched 
All states involved in some distance education 
program. 
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Table 1 (continued) 
 
 
 
 
However, relying on the traditional pedagogical approaches for online courses 
has been shown to be ineffective and has a negative effect on learner’s higher-order 
thinking (Kreber & Kanuka, 2006). 
Challenges in the transition phase.  One of the biggest challenges faculty 
members face is the lack of experience in developing and teaching online courses 
(Baran, Correia, & Thompson, 2011).  Most faculty members find difficulties in using 
technology to develop their courses, and find the integration between technology and 
instruction as a stressful process (Fish & Gill, 2009).  Some other obstacles originate 
from having different teaching styles that do not fit the online environment and, 
therefore, would not address the students’ virtual needs to help them achieve their 
learning objectives (Fish & Gill, 2009). 
 Another challenge that may prevent some educators from teaching online is 
Year Event Medium 
 The office of technology assessment produced a 
report “Linking for Learning” discussing distance 
learning, and changing roles of teachers 
eLearning 
1992 World Wide Web launched  
1997 California virtual university offered more than 1000 
online courses 
1999 Development of online education tools such as 
Blackboard and E-college 
2002 Open courseware project, free online course 
materials, offered by MIT is launched 
2003 81% of colleges had at least one online course 
2009 5.5 million students took at least one online course 
2013 77% of academic leaders rate learning online the 
same or superior to face to face 
2014 98% of public colleges and universities offer online 
programs 
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related to the limited training faculty members get on the pedagogy of online 
instruction.  Faculty’s limited knowledge of effective methods of online teaching found 
in research (Gabriel & Kaufield, 2008; Schrum, Burbank, Engle, Chambers, & 
Glassett, 2005). 
Models of Change  
Having the problem that accompanies the transition from F2F to online 
teaching in mind, a model was developed by Salmon (2000, 2002, 2011) to help 
instructors with such a transition.  The model describes a number of stages that 
instructors can take in their new role as facilitators, at the same time, helping 
students become online learners.  See Figure 1 for the five stages model. 
The stages in this model can be seen below:  
Stage 1.  Access and Motivation: helping students login and offer them 
technical guidance to use the system.  
Stage 2.  Online socialization: Building the online social network among 
students and the instructor. 
Stage 3.  Information exchange: Guide students to learn new material and 
ideas and help them with it.  
Stage 4.  Knowledge construction: Encourage students to evaluate resources 
and create their own content.  
Stage 5.  Development: Reflection and evaluation.  
Another useful model is the eLearning ladder by Moule (2007), in this model 
one side represents the pedagogical and social support and the other side represents 
technical issues.  Learners climb the ladder with each step involving more advanced 
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learning activities leading to gradual knowledge construction.  For instance, a 
discussion board can be at a higher level than readings since it leads to a more 
higher level knowledge.  See Figure 2 for the eLearning ladder. 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1. The 5-stage e-moderating model for teaching and learning online.  Helping 
the instructors in their new role as facilitators, and helping students become online 
learners.  Source: Salmon (2002, p. 11 ) Reprinted by permission of author. 
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There are steps or rungs in the ladder starting from information gathering such 
as using bibliographical databases to find material and access course notes at the 
lowest level.  The second step is the use of interactive media which is limited to 
working with the educational media and often has less interaction with others.  Higher 
rungs increase the level of interaction such as video conferencing, email, and 
discussion boards, etc.  The higher the levels, the more the activities encourage 
higher levels of required problem-solving and creativity by the learners.  The last 
three rungs include high level of interaction between the learners and instructor 
(Moule, 2007).  
 The ladder also has two sides that are used to show the support needed to 
access the different steps of the ladder.  On one side there are the technical issues 
required to help access the knowledge such as technology and the need for IT skills 
and technical support to help learners access the learning environment.  On the other 
side, more social support such as facilitation from the educator’s side to support 
socialization and to maintain online groups is needed.  Also there is group working 
where the instructor is expected to help setup and maintain students’ groups.  Finally, 
there is the longevity of engagement that is an issue that affects online learning 
environment particularly in the constructivist learning approach.  It is suggested that a 
short period of engagement with the learning environment may affect the level of 
commitment of the participants (Moule, 2007).  
Those two models can be adapted to different environments and technologies.  
In fact, Salmon (2007) warns not to apply the five stages model rigidly and 
recommends using it as a framework for developing an eLearning strategy.  For 
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instance, some of the stages from the five stages model can be combined depending 
on the timeframe or objectives of the course; also, the value of each stage can be 
evaluated to see its appropriate fit to the course in question. 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2.  The eLearning ladder.  A conceptual model of online learning, presenting 
the factors necessary to enable engagement in eLearning environments.  Source: 
Moule (2007, p. 41) Reprinted by permission of author. 
 
 
 
Changes to Teaching Methods 
The first step in answering the research questions is to understand what 
makes online teaching different from F2F teaching.  The main difference, according 
to Twomey (2004), is that while F2F teaching is considered a synchronous method of 
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teaching, online teaching is sometimes considered an asynchronous method, 
meaning that instructors and students do not necessarily communicate or interact at 
the same time.  An instructor may upload teaching materials at any point of time and 
the learners may view them on their own time.  Therefore, presenting and discussing 
the material between learners and instructors does not need to happen at the same 
time.  This asynchronous method of instruction can create an extra challenge for both 
instructors and learners if it was not well managed (Swan, 2001).  For example, it 
may be difficult to follow up with asynchronous discussions and the quality of 
communication in general may drop because of this change.  As the popularity of 
online courses increases, there is a growing concern about the lack of personal 
interaction between instructors and learners in such an environment.   
According to Chickering and Ehrmann (1996), there are several instructional 
strategies that can be effectively applied for online teaching and learning, some of 
which are: 
1. Interaction: student-instructor (encouraging contact between students and 
faculty), student-student (developing reciprocity and cooperation among 
students), and student-content (interactive content, formative assessment, 
practice). 
2. Active learning: engaging students in activities, analysis, synthesis, and 
evaluation of class content.  
3. Prompt feedback: helping students in assessing their existing knowledge, and 
providing feedback on their performance.  
4. Respect for diverse talents and ways of learning: providing students with 
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methods of learning through various technological resources. 
Furthermore, Roberson and Klotz (2002) discussed online courses, in many 
cases, are being offered in a configuration that is similar to independent study, where 
students have to do all the learning on their own time with minimal instructor 
interaction.  The authors explain that this method of instructing ignores the important 
role community learning and interaction play in improving learning outcomes. 
Shifts in Roles of Instructors and Learners  
Based on the differences between F2F and online courses, another major 
area that is studied in the literature is the changing role that shifts from authority 
figure to facilitators; therefore, the faculty helps the students to learn and gain 
knowledge.  This move creates a challenge to faculty members who realize that they 
have to make changes to their teaching strategies in order for them to meet the 
students’ needs as adult learners (Twomey, 2004).   
 King (1993) discussed that students should be at the center of the learning 
process, and the professors should act as facilitators, he stated  
students at the center of the process actively participating in thinking and 
discussing ideas while making meaning for themselves.  And the professor, 
instead of being the "sage on the stage," functions as a "guide on the side," 
facilitating learning in less directive ways.  The professor is still responsible for 
presenting the course material, but he or she presents that material in ways that 
make the students do something with the information--interact with it--manipulate 
the ideas and relate them to what they already know.  Essentially, the professor's 
role is to facilitate students' interaction with the material and with each other in 
their knowledge-producing endeavor.  (King, 1993, p. 30)  
 
Yang and Cornelious (2005) suggest that instructors are sometimes 
concerned about how online education may change their role and how they would 
adapt to the change.  They suggest that professors act more of as coaches and 
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mentors, who are expected to filter information, to motivate discussion by asking 
questions, and to help improve the level of communication in the online medium.  The 
best description for the new role would be facilitator or learning catalyst.  This means 
less control of the teaching environment.  The change to this new role may not be 
easy since most instructors may be used to having more control in traditional 
settings.  
In a qualitative multiple-case study by Baran, Correia, and Thompson (2013), 
six exemplary online teachers in a large research university in the Midwestern U.S. 
were interviewed.  The study looked at their transition to online teaching and 
concentrated on their successful practices.  The study found that the changing roles 
and their journey to create a new identity in the online environment were linked to the 
teacher description of the successful practices.  An important part of any program to 
help the instructors make the transition should include assistance for the instructors 
to reflect on their previous experiences, assumptions, and beliefs in a classroom 
setting to help them transform to an online environment.   
In a quantitative study by Carril, Sanmamed, and Sellés (2013), the 
researchers tried to identify the new roles and competencies (especially the ones 
related to pedagogical help for faculty members operating in a virtual environment) as 
well as the level of proficiency for the pedagogical competencies.  The study found 
that faculty members perceive that creating content was their highest competency 
opposed to assessment proficiency.  The study also found that the faculty were ready 
to obtain training knowing that important changes were needed to change the 
teaching environment from F2F to an online delivery. 
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On the other hand, the students’ role also changes.  Learners become more 
active in the learning process, with learners expected to collaborate to improve their 
understanding of the learning material.  According to Twomey (2004), it is important 
for both learners and educators to understand that they cannot come to the online 
learning and teaching model with the same predefined roles and behavioral 
expectations. 
More Than Just a Change in Technology                                                                                        
Since technology is an enabler of online teaching, part of the research in the 
area of online teaching has been concerned with the technological skills such as 
communication skills and the use of specific technologies including word processors, 
blogs, and chat rooms.  However, researchers have warned about paying too much 
attention to technology while ignoring the change in teaching methods that 
accompany these changes (Billings, Connors & Skiba, 2001).  Researchers also 
warned that even the newest and the most exciting new teaching technologies may 
not change or improve the quality of education if they are not met with a change in 
teaching methods that can make good use of these new technologies and ideas.  
Yang and Cornelious (2005) advise that when instructors are trained on using 
new teaching technologies, they should also be trained on how to organize and 
deliver their material using the new tools.  According to the authors, it is important for 
instructors to learn how to use technology on the one hand, but they cannot 
completely rely on the technologies.  They believe it is important to try to evaluate the 
strengths and weaknesses of all new tools, and to create a good mix of tools that fits 
the course material and the teaching methods, rather than using the same 
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technologies and tools all the time.   
In order to build an effective learning environment, Yang and Cornelious 
(2005) suggested using different strategies that include providing all the information 
on the course and using different tools such as PowerPoint presentations and video 
lectures.  Also, they recommend designing activities and discussion sessions that 
can motivate students to participate in the research for answers and to be involved 
more in the learning processes.  Using the right mix of those strategies and tools can 
improve the quality of online instructions (Yang & Cornelious, 2005).  
On the other hand, Roberson and Klotz (2002) suggest that students benefit 
the most from personal contact with professors.  Therefore, they emphasize the use 
of direct communication tools such as emails, chat, and other tools that can improve 
the interaction and the sense of community in the online course.  
Other studies show more details on specific strategies and technologies that 
can be used and their benefits and drawbacks (Cooper, 2000; Gaytan & McEwen, 
2007).  In their study, Gaytan and McEwen (2007) recommended using a set of 
instructional tools and strategies for online teaching.  They identify specific details for 
each of the strategies such as projects, case studies, forums, collaborative learning, 
etc.   
Cooper (2000) also suggested that an instructor should use different teaching 
activities since student learning styles vary.  Cooper offers her own experience and 
findings and her study serves as a micro-case study.  She reflects on her experience 
in using different teaching methods and tools, including videos and PowerPoints and 
interactive websites, and also offers advice on how to utilize a mixed learning 
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environment F2F and online.   
Bichsel (2013) explains the relevant factors that are important for selecting 
eLearning technology and services.  The most important factors were: reliability, the 
comfort of use for faculty and students, and the security of the student’s data.   
Faculty Needs 
One of the 2016 EDUCAUSE Top-Ten IT issues is providing scalable and 
well-resourced eLearning services, facilities, and staff to support increased access to 
and expansion of online education.  Shea (2007) discusses several obstacles for 
teaching online that faculty members face, including the larger amount of time 
required, developing effective technology skills, assistance and support needed, 
technical barriers, change of roles, intellectual property and ownership concerns, and 
potential compensation.  
In order to use technology as a resource for enhancing and improving the 
educational process, and not as a tool to replace it or overpower it, Wilson (2003) 
recommends that higher education institutions take the following into consideration: 
1. Offering continuous faculty support, both in the technical and instructional 
training aspects.  This can be accomplished by introducing the faculty to the 
newer equipment and software and providing support for using and integrating 
new technology into the courses. 
2. Assisting faculty in learning new technology: new programs should be developed 
to help faculty learn new technology.  Offering these training programs at 
different time slots and in different locations to accommodate faculty schedules 
and times, and also fit the schedule of the trainees, support team, and the 
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institutes.  
3. Universities should find creative ways to offer faculty more time to integrate 
technology into their curriculum: faculty need a considerable amount of time in 
order to learn and choose the best technology to use for a particular course.  
4. Introducing new incentive programs: recognizing faculty efforts and 
advancements in employing technology into their courses, requires a rewarding 
system.   
This relates to the ECAR study of The State of E-Learning in Higher 
Education: An Eye Toward Growth and Increased Access (Bichsel, 2013) where 
focus group participants provided feedback on the major quantitative challenges 
being faced with the availability of 24/7 IT support in order to retain workable online 
courses that meet the anywhere, anytime students’ expectations.  One other 
challenge, as reported by the focus group participants, included: 
The development of an online course (in comparison with a face-to-face 
course) requires more of an instructor’s time.  This is particularly true when 
instituting the course but also to a certain extent with subsequent offerings, as 
course updates and content often need to be coordinated and iterated with a 
team.  Faculty scheduling cannot be expected to remain the same for an 
online course as for a face-to-face course.  Faculty need incentives in the form 
of a reduced workload (in the areas of teaching, research, or service) or 
increased salary, especially when teaching online for the first time.  (Bichsel, 
2013, p. 25) 
 
However, “most institutions (81%) provide faculty training in new eLearning 
technology and skills, and about two-thirds (65%) provide this training for staff.  
However, fewer than half (42%) provide training for students to learn this technology” 
(Bichsel, 2013, p. 32).  
In Brooks’ study (2015), faculty indicated the following as their four top sources for 
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IT support and help: 
• Solve the issue by themselves 
• Reach the institution’s help desk services 
• Ask their peers 
• Explore the internet (Google, Youtube).  
Likewise, the top motivating factor for faculty in integrating technology into their 
teaching was a clear evidence/indication that the technology integration would benefit 
the students.  The second motivating factor was to have extra time for designing their 
courses.  Other factors were the assurance that the technology would work as 
intended, and having guidance on the types of technology that are relevant to 
teaching and learning (Brooks, 2015). 
The ECAR study of The State of E-Learning in Higher Education: An Eye toward 
Growth and Increased Access (Bichsel, 2013) recommends the following for higher 
Education institutions: 
• Having faculty development programs that help faculty incorporate technology 
into their courses. 
• Deploying clear faculty incentive system.  
• Providing support for designing and developing online courses.  
• Establishing an eLearning management center for the institution. 
• Increase the number of supporting staff members (instructional/courses 
designers, and professional development staff).  
• Outsourcing from other institutions, for example, hosting learning management 
systems (LMS), or providing support services for students. 
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Faculty development for online teaching.   “Faculty development programs 
in online teaching can reveal keys to successful pedagogy as more faculty members 
participate in continual evolution of best practices for their fields of study” (Bichsel, 
2013, p. 26). 
In a national study concerning the practices used for faculty development for 
online teaching from 39 different higher education institutions (Meyer & Murrell, 
2014), a thorough review of the research literature was conducted on the training 
content and activities that faculty members take to prepare for teaching online 
courses.  The study reports that faculty development can take several forms of 
training activities, in terms of duration (number of hours, days, weeks, terms), specific 
activates (course design, workshops), training content, and the number of 
participating individuals (one to one or in groups).  The study discusses different 
training activities ranging from a single workshop to full F2F or online courses 
delivered throughout an academic semester, or even multi-semester training 
activities delivered up to a one-year period.  Furthermore, there are other delivery 
methods that can be used for faculty development such as webinars, online modules, 
lectures, and workshops.  The designing and development of an online course seems 
to be one of the most popular training activities for faculty (Meyer & Murrell, 2014). 
The training contents that are generally covered in such training activities are 
expansive, the most important topics discussed by Meyer and Murrell (2014) include:  
• Instruction on using Course Management System (CMS) that is used to deliver 
courses: such as Blackboard, Canvas, etc.  
• Technological tools: use of tools such as web 2.0, social media, mobile 
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technologies, wikis, and blogs. 
• Online pedagogies: active learning strategies and experimental learning.  
• Online resources: identifying the latest research on online instruction and 
using specific tools. 
• Instructional design: determining objectives, assessment, and the path for 
learning.  
Issues faculty face in the transition phase and ways to deal with them.  
The change in the role of the faculty member to a facilitator of online education and 
losing the face-to-face contact with students can have some emotional effects on 
faculty members as some researchers discuss.  Faculty members are faced with the 
challenge of learning a new skillset to deal with online education.  For instance, the 
change of roles has been reported to affect the instructors’ professional identity 
(Menzies & Newson, 2007).  Maier (2012) found the change may also increase 
anxiety.  The transformation to online instruction entails a unique personal 
experience for the faculty where they tend to learn more about themselves and their 
roles as instructors (Terosky & Heasley, 2015).   
Moving to online education can involve losing the direct feedback through the 
visual cues that are available when teaching a F2F course.  This includes knowing 
when students are having difficulties in certain areas.  Having such visual cues can 
help instructors readjust their instruction as the semester progresses according to 
such feedback.  Esani (2010) discussed missing those F2F meetings and, therefore, 
the visual cues can create a challenge for the faculty member by creating a time gap 
when the online delivery method is asynchronous.  
 36 
Helping faculty members through the transition requires needs-based 
programs that are tailored to each individual’s needs.  This may be challenging in an 
academic setting.  However, there are some specific tools that can be used to help, 
such as Penn State World Campus, which integrates a self-assessment readiness 
tool for online faculty (Ragan, Bigatel, Kennan, & Dillon, 2012), or State University of 
New York’s Learning Network which explores faculty needs through reflection 
exercises (McQuiggan, 2012).  Preparing faculty for teaching online should be dealt 
with as a transformational process to succeed rather than a small shift (McQuiggan, 
2012). 
Another issue related to the transformation process is the perception among 
faculty that designing and preparing to teach online entails additional burden on the 
side of faculty members, compared to traditional instruction.  In the mind of many 
faculty members, this added work constitutes a barrier to their willingness and 
acceptance to teach online (Berge & Muilenburg, 2000; Herman, 2013; Koehler, 
Mishra, Hershey, & Peruski, 2004; Seaman, 2009).  Additional sources of added 
work arise from the nature of online courses, where instructors may become 
overwhelmed with messages from students at a specific time, especially if that 
communication is made in writing which takes more time than direct small 
conversations (Esani, 2010).   
In the ECAR study, Bichsel (2013) reported that part of the data were collected 
through interviews during seven focus groups (a total of 30 individuals).  Some of 
these focus groups produced feedback regarding the benefits of eLearning initiatives 
which are summarized below (all individuals were quoted anonymously in the report).  
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An instructional designer commented “I’ve heard so many faculty say, I’m a 
better teacher now because I taught online” (Bichsel, 2013, p. 10).  Another senior 
teaching and learning officer stated that “E-learning helps us meet the strategic 
initiatives of the university in a rapidly growing environment of diminishing resources” 
(Bichsel, 2013, p. 8).   
Furthermore, an associate provost noticed “We’re seeing that our students on 
campus who take online courses graduate faster” (Bichsel, 2013, p. 11).  In addition, 
a teaching and learning director noted  
You get the ability for everyone in the class to respond, regardless of how shy 
they are or how much thought it takes for them to be able to put their words 
into coherent messages or whether they have a language challenge.  E-
learning gives them the time that I think they need to develop better responses 
and to interact in more meaningful ways.  (Bichsel, 2013, p. 10)  
 
With all this research, there are still calls to have more studies to understand 
how deeply this transformation is affecting faculty members and how to develop 
programs to help those faculty members with this kind of transformation by assessing 
their needs and designing tools that can help them individually (Terosky & Heasley, 
2015).  Some recommendations and solutions are offered in research to deal with 
such problems such as a FAQ (Frequently Asked Questions) section in the course, 
providing the expected response time to students in the syllabus, a cumulative 
information base that gets developed over time through students feedback through 
the semesters (Lewis & Abdul-Hamid, 2006).  
Online Instruction 
The rapid growth of online learning has increased the demand for more skilled 
and proficient instructors, who are able to accommodate the different types of online 
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learning.  Effective online instruction requires new course design techniques, 
instructor support, and collaboration among course participants (Crawford-Ferre & 
Wiest, 2012).  
Comparing the outcomes of F2F vs. online learning.   Another research 
area arose with the spread of online education to compare the outcomes of courses 
that are delivered online to the ones that are delivered face to face, mainly the quality 
of the learning outcomes for both delivery methods.   
Allen and Seaman (2015) reported that some of the higher education faculty 
members are still unconvinced with the worth and quality of online education.  Chief 
academic officers reported that, in 2003 only 27.6% of their faculty accepted online 
instruction.  This ratio increased to 33.5% in 2007, and was dropped to 28.0% in 
2014, a ratio close to where it begun. 
One of the scales that most institutions use to examine the caliber of online 
courses are quality rubrics (such as Quality Matters), which have helped by having a 
standard for the quality of online courses, which resulted in better acceptance for 
online education and more elimination of its barriers (Bichsel, 2013).   As a teaching 
and learning director said  
I am flummoxed by the notion that the gold standard for quality became face-
to-face courses only after we had developed online learning.  We never 
scrutinized face-to-face courses, and now we put all of these online courses 
under the microscope.  (Bichsel, 2013, p. 26) 
   
One of the aspects that has been studied in multiple studies and then 
aggregated in a meta-analysis tested if there were differences in student 
performance between the three delivery methods (including blended instruction).  
Numerous research studies found negligible to modest differences (Bernard et al., 
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2004; Jahng, Krug, & Zhang, 2007;  Means, Toyama, Murphy, Bakia, & Jones, 2010; 
Tallent-Runnels et al., 2006; Zhao, Lei, Yan, Lai, & Tan, 2005).  Other studies 
reached similar results when measuring differences in student grades (Ashby, 
Sadera, & McNary, 2011; Larson & Sung, 2009).  Another study by Cavanaugh and 
Jacquemin (2015), covering around 5,000 courses from over 100 faculty members 
taught over a 10-year period, found a cumulative effect where better performing 
students in general, measured by their GPA, performed better in online courses.  
Underachieving students, on the contrary, were likely to perform worse in online 
courses compared to F2F.  The method used for this study was the ordinary least 
squares regression.  The conclusion of this study stated that on average there was 
little difference between various instructional modes in terms of student outcomes.  
Other studies found an advantage for online delivery method over F2F 
traditional method.  For instance, one of the largest meta-analysis studies conducted 
by the U.S. Department of Education (Means et al., 2010) comparing the research 
from 1996 to 2008 found that online students performed a little better than F2F 
students.  It also found that the blended mode had the largest advantages among the 
three delivery methods.  
According to Allen and Seaman (2015), during the previous year in 2014, 
25.9% of academic leaders viewed the learning outcomes for online education to be 
lower than face-to-face instruction.  It appears that the academic leaders have a 
more positive vision for blended instruction than for fully online.  In conclusion, many 
studies show that online instruction is at least an effective delivery method if 
presented appropriately.  Furthermore, blended instruction may provide the best 
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outcomes among the other delivery methods.  
Learning management systems.  According to Yasar and Adiguzel (2010), 
learning management systems (LMS) can be defined as “an e-learning infrastructure 
with the functions of delivering the courses, supporting collaboration, assessing the 
learner’s performance, recording learner data, and generating reports to maximize 
the effectiveness of the entire learning organization” (p. 5682). 
In Brooks’ study (2015), 63% of the participating faculty considered the LMS a 
critical tool for their teaching.  Similarly, 61% of faculty use the basic features of the 
LMS, such as posting materials for students.  However, “only 44% of faculty using the 
LMS to encourage interaction (e.g., student–student, student–content, student–
instructor) outside the classroom using discussion boards, assignments, 
assessments, and other activities” (Brooks, 2015, p. 30).  Furthermore, 47% of the 
participant faculty were satisfied with their initial LMS training, and 41% showed their 
satisfaction with the ongoing LMS training and professional development.  
In the Dahlstrom and Brooks study (2014), 74% of faculty perceived the LMS 
as a very useful tool to enhance teaching.  Also, 57% of the faculty considered that 
having the skills of integrating the LMS technologies into their courses would make 
them more effective instructors.   
When asked what technologies would assist in making teaching more 
effective, they chose the following: 
• 62% for using free, web-based content such as YouTube or Khan Academy.  
• 58% for using online collaboration tools such as Google Docs, Adobe Connect, 
or Blackboard Collaborate.  
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• 57% for using the LMS. 
• 57% for using stimulations or educational games.  (Dahlstrom & Brooks, 2014, 
p. 23) 
Instructor support and design principles.  While investigating some of the 
course design principles discussed in the academic literature, one of the main issues 
in this context is recognizing the importance of some additional components that are 
unique to the online teaching environment such as technology.  Interaction is needed 
in many cases with other parties, such as technological and instructional design 
support centers, in addition to training support for online instructors (Baran & Correia, 
2014).  The availability of such resources to support the transition process from face-
to-face to online instruction, and the awareness of educators of the transition 
process, are keys to the success of the transitioning maneuver.  
As discussed by Baran and Correia (2014), there are different levels of 
support that can help with such a transition including:  
• Technology support: instructors need to be aware of the different platforms and 
tools that they can use to design and manage their courses, in addition to having 
continuous support and training on using those tools and platforms before and 
during course delivery.  Some researchers argue that instructors should not be 
overwhelmed with having to learn too many new technical skills (Sandholtz & 
Reilly, 2004), since this may negatively affect their efforts for curriculum 
development and other teaching tasks such as student evaluation and insuring 
learning opportunities for their students.  
• Pedagogical support: One of the major issues to be considered in research is 
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the pedagogy of online teaching compared to traditional face-to-face teaching, 
many educators perceive that the nature of pedagogy for distance learning is 
unsettled (Crawford-Ferre & Wiest, 2012).  And are, therefore, unaware and 
untrained on the pedagogy for online instruction (Gabriel & Kaufield, 2008; 
Schrum et al., 2005).  This reduces the motivation for those educators to 
participate in online teaching.  Instructors can be referred to several models for 
online teaching that can help educators form their own teaching methods.  For 
instance, the five steps model is based on constructivist pedagogic principles 
(Salmon, 2007) and it can help educators design their courses to fit the new 
environment.  
• Design and development support: a key element in continuous service is the 
integration of all the different kinds of support, and not to assume a universal 
method to support all instructors, but rather to offer personalized help for each 
instructor according to their previous knowledge, material, and specific needs.  
• Peer support: can be implemented in several ways, such as coupling between 
inexperienced and experienced instructors, sharing common practices in a 
community, and offering support through it.  This can also extend to monitoring 
and evaluating peers to help with the transition process. 
• Organizational support: due to the additional load and responsibility that 
instructors need to take on during the transitioning stage and afterwards, it may 
be essential for some kind of an organizational recognition and support to 
recognize the added effort that those instructors put in, such as a reward or 
incentive system.  For instance, Chen and Chen (2006), Maguire (2005), and 
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Samarawickrema and Stacey (2007) suggest promotions, rewards, monetary 
incentives, or recognition.  
Course design tips.   According to Crawford-Ferre and Wiest (2012), there 
are several course design considerations and approaches for effective online 
instruction. 
1. Students should be given the opportunity to learn how to access the system 
independently, in addition to being guided by instructors.  
2. Students should be allowed different content exploration options including both 
synchronous and asynchronous methods; therefore, students need to be 
allowed to interact with instructors on a direct basis and to communicate 
regularly their concerns after being exposed to the material.  
3. Course participants need to have the opportunity to interact among each other 
as research indicates that collaboration among students does have learning 
benefits. 
4. Instructors need to have a way to be involved continuously as the course 
progresses, and keep track of students’ progress and act as motivators and 
guides. 
5. In the case of having international students, certain considerations need to be 
taken to insure that no additional communication gap can prevent such students 
from learning.  
Theoretical Principles of Online Teaching 
The purpose of this research was to investigate the faculty perceptions 
towards the transition process from face-to-face to online instruction.  Faculty were 
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viewed as adult learners. 
Andragogy.   According to Knowles (1984, p. 43), andragogy is “the art and 
science of helping adults learn”.  The transformations from classroom courses to 
online courses can be applied to the andragogical principles of learning.  This theory 
states that the faculty role is to facilitate the learning process for the learners.   
The andragogical foundational principles indicate that adult learners (a) need 
to know why they need to learn and what is the value of spending their time and 
energy in learning new things, (b) are self-directed in learning and responsible for 
their own decisions, (c) have valuable life experiences that can add to their 
educational activities, (d) are ready to learn new things in order to cope effectively 
with their real-life situations, (e) are problem-centered with their orientation to 
learning, and (f) are motivated for learning (Knowles, 1980). 
In online instruction, the role of the instructor is more to guide students in 
learning and to help them depend on themselves rather than the instructor.  
However, in online education environments, the faculty members may be the 
learners.  They need help in learning the technology required to operate an online 
course and to transfer their old material that they used in the classroom to the new 
formatted material that fits an online course.  The faculty experience is gained from 
the knowledge they acquire while learning to convert their courses to online formats.  
Readiness to learn is uniform by age and methods, orientation to learning is subject 
centered, and motivation is through external rewards and factors (Blondy, 2007; 
Yang & Cornelious, 2005).  
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Self-directed learning.   According to Knowles (1975), self-directed learning 
is  
A process in which individuals take the initiative, with or without the help of 
others, in diagnosing their learning needs, formulating learning goals, 
identifying human and material resources for learning, choosing and 
implementing appropriate learning strategies, and evaluating learning 
outcomes.  (p. 18) 
 
Knowles believes that adults become more self-directed learners as they 
mature.  However, it is important to know that at the beginning not everyone can be a 
successful self-directed learner (Knowles, 1980).  
Faculty as adult learners.   Faculty members come with prior experiences, 
needs, and concerns that should be taken into consideration as they are viewed as 
adult learners.  Their different lives with personal and educational experiences, as 
well as to their learning preferences may shape the faculty members’ view on their 
current and future teaching activities.  Lawler (2003) discussed that these concerns 
can be addressed during the professional development activities that are going to 
support a transformational learning experience, as faculty need to develop skill and 
expertise in self-directed learning to be better prepared to engage in ongoing 
personal professional development.  
Theory of transformative learning.   The faculty members’ experiences as 
they learn and use technology can be explained by the transformative learning theory 
developed by Mezirow (1991).  The changes that occur when faculty engage in 
professional development by learning and using technology results in major 
fluctuations of adults interactions with the world (Allen, 2007).  Transformational 
learning is 
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A way of problem solving by defining a problem or by redefining or reframing 
the problem.  We often become critically reflective of our assumptions or those 
of others and arrive at a transformative insight, but we need to justify our new 
perspective through discourse. (Mezirow, 2000, p. 20)  
 
According to Baran et al. (2011), transformative learning theory in online 
instruction can be grounded in three fundamental premises “(a) viewing online 
teachers as active adult learners, (b) recognizing that transformative learning occurs 
though critical reflection, and (c) considering that transformation happens as teachers 
conduct pedagogical inquiry with technology” (p. 425).  Professional development 
programs can focus on preparing faculty members teaching online to become 
reflective practitioners.  This motivates them to concentrate more on evaluating and 
choosing their own goals and online teaching practices (Baran et al., 2011). 
Technology acceptance model.   One of the important features of online 
education involves the use of new technologies by instructors as a means to facilitate 
learning, and it usually involves a number of technologies for content delivery, 
discussions, and assessments.  Therefore, it is important to consider the factors that 
may influence the acceptance and motivation of educators to use the new and 
different technologies that can be used as a means to teach their courses.  
The acceptance of new technologies has been studied in the information 
systems literature, and one of the important theoretical models that is widely used is 
the Technology Acceptance model (TAM) that was introduced by Davis (1986) to 
understand users’ acceptance of new technologies.  In the case of online education, 
it has been used by Park (2009) to understand the Students’ Behavioral Intention to 
use eLearning.  Figure 3 is adapted from Davis, Bagozzi, and Warshaw (1989) to 
show the TAM model.   
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The model’s main premises are that two important factors affect the 
acceptance of users to new technologies.  The names and definitions of those 
variables are shown below (Davis et al., 1989): 
• Perceived Usefulness: the degree to which a person believes that using a 
particular system would enhance his or her job performance. 
• Perceived Ease of use: “the degree to which a person believes that using a 
particular system would be free of efforts”.   
A meta-analysis by Šumak, Heričko, and Pušnik (2011) that reviewed 42 
studies that used TAM to understand the level of acceptance of eLearning 
technologies for different users such as (employees, students, faculty), found that all  
the relationships in the model had high effect size except for the causal relationship 
between perceived ease of use and the attitude toward using which showed a 
medium effect size.  The implications of these findings are that to improve the 
acceptance of faculty members to new eLearning technologies.  It is important for 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3. The technology acceptance model for understanding the student behavioral 
intention to use eLearning.  Source: Davis et al. (1989, p.985 ) Reprinted by 
permission of author. 
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them to understand the usefulness of the new eLearning technologies, ease of use 
had a lesser effect on the attitude of faculty members towards using eLearning 
technologies.  
Summary 
Based on the literature reviewed, it appears that most literature on delivering 
online courses preaches or gives advice and strategies to make online education 
more effective, rather than investigating what methods and strategies are in fact used 
in online teaching.  As mentioned earlier, some researchers suggest that there is no 
significant difference between the skills and methods that need to be used to teach 
an online course compared to a face-to-face course (Gold, 2001), other researchers 
argue that using the same traditional teaching method would limit the potential of 
online teaching in creating a different learning environment that allows for more 
collaboration which can transform learning experiences into a more student driven 
than instructor driven experience (Gaytan & McEwen, 2007; Yang & Cornelious, 
2005). 
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Chapter 3 
Methods 
The purpose of this research was to investigate faculty perceptions towards the 
transitioning process from face-to-face to online instruction.  This chapter includes the 
research design, population and sample, instrumentation, data collection, and data 
analysis. 
Research Design 
In this exploratory study, a quantitative method approach was used with a survey 
research design to answer the research questions of this study.  According to Gall, Gall, 
and Borg (2007), this kind of survey research mainly represents studies that use 
questionnaires or interviews for the purpose of data collection.  The faculty members 
during Fall 2016 at the University of South Florida (USF) main campus (Tampa) and St. 
Petersburg campus were surveyed using a web-based questionnaire.  These faculty 
members either were teaching or had taught online.  The web-based questionnaire 
developed for this study was used to collect the data. 
To adequately address the faculty perceptions about transferring from face-to-
face to online instruction, the following research questions were answered through this 
study: 
1. What are the overall perceptions of USF faculty on the course transition process 
from face-to-face to online instruction?  Are there differences in responses based 
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on gender, faculty position, years teaching in higher education institutions, and 
total number of courses taught whether fully online or blended?  
2. What teaching method changes did the USF faculty report in their online courses, 
following the process of transitioning courses from face-to-face to online 
instruction? If any?  Are there differences in responses based on gender, faculty 
position, years teaching in higher education institutions, and total number of 
courses taught whether fully online or blended?  
3. What are USF faculty perceptions of the technical training aspects related to 
online instruction?  Are there differences in responses based on gender, faculty 
position, years teaching in higher education institutions, and total number of 
courses taught whether fully online or blended?  
4. What are USF faculty perceptions of the instructional design training aspects 
related to online instructions?  Are there differences in responses based on 
gender, faculty position, years teaching in higher education institutions, and total 
number of courses taught whether fully online or blended?  
5. Following the process of transitioning courses from face-to-face to online, what 
delivery format do USF faculty prefer?  Are there differences in responses based 
on gender, faculty position, years teaching in higher education institutions, and 
total number of courses taught whether fully online or blended?  
6. What were the major challenges that USF faculty experienced during the course 
transition process?  Are there differences in responses based on gender, faculty 
position, years teaching in higher education institutions, and total number of 
courses taught whether fully online or blended?  
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Population and Sample 
The population covered approximately 2,236 faculty members (instructional 
faculty plus other faculty) during Fall 2016 at the USF campuses in Tampa and St. 
Petersburg.  USF Sarasota-Manatee campus was excluded, because it was used for 
the pilot study and for reliability testing.  Twelve colleges at the USF main campus were 
surveyed.  Those 12 colleges included: Arts, Arts and Sciences, Behavioral and 
Community Sciences, Business, Education, Engineering, Global Sustainability, Marine 
Science, Medicine, Nursing, Pharmacy, and Public Health.  In addition, three colleges 
from USF St. Pete Campus were included; these three colleges were Arts and 
Sciences, Business, and Education.  In an effort to obtain a representative sample of 
the main campus (Tampa) and St. Petersburg campus population where faculty 
members were teaching or have taught online, responses were solicited from each of 
the colleges.  
Sample selection.   The sample size was calculated using statistical power, a 
confidence level of 95% with a confidence interval of ± 15% giving a sample size of 171 
(Akker, Bannan, Kelly, Nieveen, & Plomp, 2007; Ary, Jacobs, & Sorensen, 2010; 
Cohen, 1992).  In order to answer the research questions of this study and meet its 
purpose, a targeted sample of faculty members from different colleges at USF main 
campus (Tampa) and St. Petersburg campus were chosen to participate in this study.  
This was a targeted sample, because it only included faculty members who had 
converted at least one face-to-face course to an online course.  
All faculty members who were teaching during Fall 2016 received a link to the 
web-based survey through their e-mail address.  The usable sample consisted of faculty 
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members for both undergraduate and graduate levels.  Participation was not limited to a 
specific discipline or college within the university; therefore, the University of South 
Florida’s faculty members were the population of this study.  According to Archer 
(2008), Monroe and Adams (2012), and Wiseman (2003), the typical response rates of 
online surveys are approximately 11% below mail and phone surveys.  In order to 
ensure that the sample was representative of the population, the researcher conducted 
a chi-square test of goodness-of-fir to check for representativeness in terms of faculty 
member characteristics such as: gender, and the academic rank.  
A chi-square test of goodness-of-fit was performed to determine whether the 
sample was representative of the population in terms of gender.  The statistical results, 
2 (1, N = 121) = 12.7, p  .001, indicate that the frequencies of faculty by gender are 
statistically different from what would be expected.  It appears that males (n = 47) are 
disproportionately under-represented in this class and females (n = 74) are over-
represented.  That might be because the participants were limited to those who taught 
online.  
A chi-square test of goodness-of-fit was performed to determine whether the 
sample is representative to the population in terms of faculty rank. The goodness-of-fit 
results, 2 (4, N = 121) = 5.4, p = .25 indicate no statistical differences in distribution 
between the sample and the population. 
Instrumentation 
The researcher reviewed the literature searching for a specific instrument that 
measured the perceptions identified in the purpose of this study.  However, the 
researcher found only one potentially useful instrument that used a web-based 
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questionnaire that had some items (18 questions) related to the needs of this study 
(Ray, 2009).  Therefore, the researcher had to create an instrument to assess the items 
to address the research questions of this study.  See Appendix A for a copy of the 
original instrument.   
In this study, the web-based questionnaire was used to help answer the research 
questions.  The questionnaire consisted of 49 questions ranging from circles, check 
boxes for multiple answers, yes/no questions, open-ended questions, as well as 
providing text boxes for the option of selecting other, maybe, or explain your answer.   
The web-based questionnaire consisted of a short motivating welcome screen, 
with instructions on how to proceed to the survey (Dillman, 2000).  The first five 
questions were used to collect demographic data about the participants.  The data 
gathered included faculty gender, the number of years taught in higher education 
settings, faculty position, and the total number of courses taught whether fully online or 
blended. 
The researcher gave the option for the participant to skip questions in case they 
did not want to answer them.  The participants were given a message explaining that 
they had missed a question, but it was okay to proceed.   
The researcher completed several procedures in order to develop the final 
version of the web-based questionnaire.  These procedures included interviews with 
individuals knowledgeable about teaching courses online, several panels of experts, 
cognitive interviews, and attention to validity and reliability concerns.   
Interviews.   The questions added to the questionnaire were developed while the 
researcher conducted interviews with two professors from the College of Education at 
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the USF main campus and two instructors from the Hospitality and Information 
Technology College from the University of South Florida Sarasota-Manatee (USFSM).  
See Appendix B for the list of the participants.  
The interviews requested the individuals to respond to questions in an attempt to 
to elicit potential response items.  See Appendix C for a copy of the original interview 
questions.  Three interviews were conducted face-to-face, and the fourth interview was 
conducted via Skype.  After the researcher collected the interviewees’ answers and 
feedback, the combined answers were utilized to create a list of possible responses for 
each question in order to provide multiple-choice and yes/no responses.  These 
responses were then added to the adapted section from the original survey.  See 
Appendix D for a copy of the first version of the questionnaire.  
Panel of experts.   A hard copy of the subsequent questionnaire was then 
handed to a panel of experts consisting of eight individuals majoring in Curriculum and 
Instruction with an emphasis in Adult Education and/or with an IT specialty at USF.  See 
Appendix E for the list of the participants.  The panel of experts members provided their 
feedback and recommendations on the questionnaire, such as replacing the boxes in 
questions numbered 10, 14, 15, 16, 21, 22, 32, and 41 to circles, and rewording some 
of the questions.  Subsequently the researcher edited the questionnaire based on their 
recommendations.  See Appendix F for a copy of the subsequent questionnaire.  
Cognitive interviews.   Following the feedback and recommendations provided 
by the panel of experts, the researcher started conducting cognitive interviews with one 
professor and two instructors from the USFSM campus, in order to verify the 
appropriateness and understanding of the final questions of the questionnaire.  The 
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researcher selected USFSM to conduct cognitive interviews because the faculty from 
USFSM were not part of the study participants.  The researcher sent out an invitation e-
mail message to a random sample of USFSM faculty members to ask for participation.  
See Appendix G for a copy of the invitation e-mail message.   
Cognitive interviews are primary used to identify and correct problems associated 
with survey questions.  According to Beatty and Willis (2007), cognitive interviews are 
defined as  
the administration of draft survey questions while collecting additional verbal 
information about the survey responses, which is used to evaluate the quality of the 
response or to help determine whether the question is generating the information that 
its author intends.  (p. 288) 
 
The three cognitive interviews were conducted face-to-face at different times and 
took place at USFSM.  See Appendix H for the name list of the participants.  The 
researcher explained to the participants the need to validate the instrument (Beatty & 
Willis, 2007) and asked them to: 
1. Embellish how they formatted their answers; 
2. Elaborate what they understood the questions to mean; 
3. Explain about any struggles they faced while answering the survey questions; 
and 
4. Add any additional comments regarding their answers.  
The participants answered these questions and provided their feedback and 
recommendations on the questionnaire.  One of the recommendations was to add a 
filter question at the beginning of the questionnaire and ask the faculty if they were 
currently teaching or had they taught online, and if their answer is NO to end the survey. 
Another recommendation was to add several open-ended questions in order to get a 
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more in-depth answer about the face-to-face to online instruction transition process 
(questions numbered 41, 42, 43, 44, and 45).  In addition to these recommendations, 
there were some suggestions to reword questions and to always keep adding the option 
--if any--  to eliminate misinterpretation.  Subsequently the researcher edited the 
questionnaire based on their recommendations.  See Appendix I for a copy of the 
questionnaire.  
Pilot panel.   After applying changes based on the feedback and 
recommendations from the cognitive interview participants, the researcher uploaded the 
subsequent questionnaire to an online survey tool called Qualtrics.com where the 
instrument and responses were hosted on a secure server.  An invitation to participate 
was sent to a panel of experts.  See Appendix J for a copy of the e-mail message 
invitation.    
According to Andrews, Nonnecke, and Preece (2003), Shropshire, Hawdon, and 
 
Witte (2009), and Yan, Conrad, Tourangeau, and Couper (2010), Qualtrics.com 
features align with the guidelines for effective online survey design: (a) questions type 
includes true-false, multiple choice, or text entry; (b) confidentiality of participants is 
guaranteed; (c) the ability to design individual screens to decrease question burden per 
page; and (d) the option to integrate a progress bar that shows the participants their 
progress throughout the survey. 
See Appendix K for a copy of the web-based pilot questionnaire.  Web-based 
surveys have several advantages that motivate researchers to use them.  In web-based 
surveys, implementation time can be reduced, as well as the cost of paper, postage, 
and data entry (Dillman, 2000).  In addition, it is easier to import the data into statistics 
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analysis programs, as well as it is easier for the participants to save and exit the survey 
and return to continue their responses at a later time.  However, of the several 
disadvantages that web-based surveys may have (e.g., no internet connectivity or 
having multiple e-mail addresses for the same person), the researcher’s main concern 
is that it is most likely the decision NOT to respond to the participation request is made 
quickly (Dillman, 2000).  In order to reduce the chance of this happening, the researcher 
sent several e-mail reminders to the actual sample of the study.  However, since this 
was the pilot stage of the study, the researcher did not send any reminders.    
After the researcher disseminated an e-mail invitation that asked the faculty  
to participate in this pilot study by clicking on the link of the web-based questionnaire, 
the researcher asked the participants to complete the questionnaire and provided a 
space under each question for comments on how to improve the question.  The 
researcher sent the web-based questionnaire to USFSM faculty members who were 
teaching online, and who served as a panel of experts.  The researcher selected 
individuals from USFSM to serve as panel of experts, because the faculty from USFSM 
was not a part of the study.  
In order to get the e-mail addresses of USFSM faculty members who were 
teaching online (Fall 2014), the researcher logged into USF’s Online Access Student 
Information System OASIS and searched for the distance learning class schedule for 
term Fall 2014 and was able to obtain the names of the faculty members who were 
teaching online.  The researcher pulled the e-mail addresses of these faculty members 
from the USF website directory and compiled an e-mail list for them.  The researcher 
sent out the e-mail invitation to 49 faculty members, and received 12 responses back.  
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However, since this was the pilot stage of the questionnaire, 12 responses were 
considered sufficient.  
Pilot panel responses analysis.   After the pilot survey closed, the researcher 
gathered all the participants’ responses for analysis.  The questionnaire items 
containing circles, check boxes, yes/no questions, and text boxes served as the 
quantitative part for the study.  Furthermore, the questionnaire also included open-
ended questions that served as the qualitative part for the study.  For the pilot analysis 
phase, the researcher used frequencies and percentages to analyze the quantitative 
part of the study and used thematic analysis to analyze the qualitative part of the study. 
Fereday and Muir-Cochrane (2006) proposed that  
Thematic analysis is a search for themes that emerge as being important to the 
description of the phenomenon.  The process involves the identification of 
themes through careful reading and re-reading of the data.  It is a form of pattern 
recognition within the data, where emerging themes become the categories for 
analysis.   (p. 82) 
 
 Results.  The results of pilot analysis for the quantitative part were as follows: 
To answer the first research question, the researcher presented the frequencies 
and comments of the respondents’ answers for the quantitative questions numbered 6, 
7, 8, 9, 38, 39, 46, and 47.  However, since question number 8 was an open-ended 
item, the researcher used thematic analysis to analyze that question.  
To answer the second research question, the researcher presented the 
frequencies and comments for questions numbered 10, 11, and 37.  In addition, the 
researcher conducted thematic analysis of the respondents’ answers for the qualitative 
questions numbered 41, 42, 43, 44, and 45.   
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To answer the third and fourth research question, the researcher presented the 
frequencies and comments of the respondents’ answers for the quantitative questions 
numbered 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, and 24. 
To answer the fifth research question, the researcher presented the frequencies 
and comments of the respondents’ answers for the quantitative questions numbered 25, 
28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, and 36. 
To answer the sixth research question, the researcher presented the frequencies 
and comments of the questionnaire respondents’ answers for the quantitative questions 
numbered 26, 27, and 40.  See Appendix L for a copy of the questionnaire with the 
presentation of the frequencies and comments.  
The results of the pilot analysis of the qualitative part included the following 
outcome.  Questionnaire item #8: How has this experience as a learner in an online 
course or lack of affected your teaching in the online environment?  answered the first 
research question and was an open-ended question; the pilot participants’ responses 
including the following.  
Three themes were identified based on the respondents’ answers; two 
respondents found that there was no relationship between taking an online course as a 
learner and teaching in the online environment.  However, five other respondents found 
this experience to improve their skills.  For example, one of the respondents said “It 
helped me to develop better on-line courses and made me more comfortable with this 
educational model”; another respondent noted “My experience taught me that I must be 
very thorough and oftentimes repetitive with my instructions.  I would say my experience 
was positive”.  Furthermore, one respondent considered the experience as a motivating 
60 
one, as the individual said “Yes, it can be done for motivated students”.  Nevertheless, 
three other respondents gave a response that was off task, such as “I have been trained 
by [X group, pseudonym] and also [Y rubrics, pseudonym].  I volunteered for this 
training”.  In addition, two respondents left the question blank.  
Questions numbered 41, 42, 43, 44, and 45 helped in answering the second  
research question as follows:  
Q41: Think about the ways you present materials to students.  What has 
changed, if anything, from your face-to-face to online instruction? 
Four themes were found on the respondents’ answers.  Four respondents found 
that the process of communication had changed.  Not getting student’s visual feedback 
or having students answering other students’ question as in face-to-face classes 
changed the process of communication.  Some found that they needed to anticipate 
more questions and do all the talking, others found that they had to be more specific 
with online materials.  Examples included, “Have to be very specific with the online 
materials.  Students are unforgiving regarding ambiguity and will exploit it if they think 
you are weak enough to indulge that argument”; additional comments included to “All 
about communicating online with students, posts, announcements etc., that keep them 
on track” and “Though I use the same e-text and online assignments, my biggest 
challenge is not seeing student's visual feedback”.   
One respondent found that presenting materials to students in online courses 
takes longer than in face-to-face classes, as he or she says “It takes more time, as I 
typically write out all the instructions.  I find that little details that would typically be 
answered in class get asked in emails, and sometimes I end up repeating myself”. 
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Another respondent’s answer was about the importance of taking into 
consideration copyrights and ADA polices in online instruction “Copyright and ADA 
policies must be adhered to for online regs”.  
Moreover, one of the respondents answered that was easier to address 
individual needs in online instruction “I have to anticipate questions more.  Sometimes I 
beat an issue to death that was not as difficult as I though.  Other times I simply skim 
over an issue that students clearly need more information on.  The biggest change was 
that I do all the talking.  In face-to-face classes I ask a lot of questions and have 
students answer other students.  This is not an option in online classes”.  
In addition, one respondent gave an answer that was off task, and another four 
respondents did not answer the question. 
Q42: Think about the ways you provide feedback to students.  What has 
changed, if anything, from your face-to-face to online instruction? 
Three themes were found on the respondents’ answers.  Two respondents stated 
that no change had happened in their ways of providing feedback to students in online 
instruction.  For example, one wrote “Nothing--still provide written comments on all 
student work if they are willing to prepare a revision based on those comments”.  
Another three respondents stated that they provide written comments for each 
student.  Examples included, “I give more written feedback on assignments because it 
is harder to address issues verbally.  I do not have the ability to give real time 
feedback”, and “Anything in a written medium can take on more weight than was meant.  
When writing instead of talking, I try to be extra careful to be gentle”.  
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Two other respondents answered that they provide more general feedback in 
online instruction.  Examples were “More feedback is given online as everyone 
participates and I find creative ways to give weekly specific feedback”, and “I give both 
written and short video feedback on three written and oral tests and it takes a long time 
while [in] face-to-face [classes] I tested all students one at a time and was done in less 
than two hours.  Now, it is when they submit the assignment.  I have to grade the written 
interview and then grade the oral interview.  Lots of hours” 
In addition, one response was off task and another four respondents did not 
answer this question. 
 Q43: Think about the diverse talents and ways of learning.  What has changed, if 
anything, from your face-to-face to online instruction? 
Three themes were found on the respondents’ answers.  One respondent stated 
that no changes had occurred regarding the diversity of talents and ways of learning.  
Another respondent stated the use of more creative assessments in order to ensure that 
students were learning even when they were reading the materials during assessments.  
Two other respondents stated that they paid attention to the students’ learning 
styles.  Examples included “Students love online instruction and wish to work 
independently/asynchronously” and “More focus on whether student is audio driven or 
visually driven, color blind, dyslexic, what delivery device will be presenting my content 
to them etc.” 
Three additional respondents provided comments that were off task, and another 
five respondents did not answer this question. 
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Q44: Think about interaction (student-instructor, student-student, student-
content).  What has changed, if anything, from your face-to-face to online instruction? 
Five themes were identified on the respondents’ answers.  One respondent 
stated that in online instruction there is more self-direction; students feel that they are in 
charge of their own learning and that they can best serve their interests by doing their 
work.  Another two respondents stated that there is more freedom in online instruction, 
since it provides greater accessibility, affordability, convenience, and the freedom to 
students to express their reaction to course contents.  Examples were “My students feel 
much freer to ask me questions via email than they ever did in a live classroom”, and 
“Much of what I teach includes controversial topics, and some are uncomfortable 
responding to them in a live class”.  In addition, one respondent stated that online 
instruction reduced interaction and the ability of students to ask questions.  However, 
another respondent stated that online instruction enhanced interaction as all students 
have to participate.  
Two other respondents said that instructors have to think harder about 
communication in online instruction.  Examples included “You have to really work to get 
students not to hide behind their computers and keyboards”, and “Be careful what you 
write to students”.  Furthermore, five other respondents did not answer this question. 
Q 45: Think about active learning (engaging students in activities, analysis, 
synthesis, and evaluation of class content).  What has changed, if anything, from your 
face-to-face to online instruction? 
Two themes were found on the respondents’ answers.  Three respondents 
indicated no changes took place in active learning in online instruction.  Another two 
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respondents indicated creating opportunities for engagement in online instruction.  One 
example is “Well it is difficult to call on a student and ask questions online.  I ask the 
group and let them post [replies] in the discussion board”. 
However, two respondents wrote a response that was off task, and another  
five respondents did not answer this question. 
Q48: Are there any additional comments you would like to add?  Four 
respondents provided the following comments:  
“Teaching face-to-face is much better than online.  In my asynchronous courses, 
there is no way for students to let me know they do not understand something without 
contacting me.  They seem to avoid this as much as possible”. 
 “Online teaching should be limited to passionate instructors who love their course 
and are willing to do whatever they can to make it available to students who are willing 
to work at learning the materials”. 
 “If the subject warrants it, ALL instruction should be online”. 
 “Online teaching does allow me to do a lot of work between 5am and 10am thus 
giving me a lot of flexibility during the day”.  An additional, eight respondents did not 
share any additional comments.  
 After the researcher collected the pilot responses and analyzed them, the 
average time to complete the web-based questionnaire was found to be about 25 
minutes.  Some of the comments the researcher received on the questions were such 
things as adding the “visiting instructor” category to question number three.  Using the 
word “fewer” instead of “less” for questions four and five.  Adding “Online Office Suite 
(Google Docs, Office365. . .)” category to questions 10 and 11. adding the option 
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“sometimes” to question number 30; in addition, some rewording questions was 
needed.  Subsequently the researcher edited the questionnaire based on the 
recommendations.  See Appendix M for a copy of the subsequent edited questionnaire. 
Round two of panel of experts.   A second round of the panel of experts was 
conducted to finally validate the questionnaire.  A hard copy of the subsequent 
questionnaire was distributed to the same panel of expert consisting of eight people 
majoring in Curriculum and Instruction with an emphasis in Adult Education and/or with 
an IT specialty at USF (see Appendix E).  The panel members provided their final 
comments on the questionnaire.  The researcher modified the questionnaire with the 
new comments such as adding the categories “Web conferencing programs, Doodle, 
Interactive online materials” to questions 10 and 11; modifying question number 26 to 
include the options “Web conferencing programs, and Interactive online materials”. 
Adding question 19: To what extent have you had formal training in instructional design 
for creating online courses?; adding examples for technical training and instructional 
design training; and converting the answers for the qualitative part of the questionnaire 
(questions 8, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47) to multiple choice questions.  See Appendix N for the 
final version of the questionnaire.   
Each item in the final version of the questionnaire answered the research 
questions of this study as follows: 
The first research question was concerned with the overall perceptions of USF 
faculty on the course transition process from F2F to online instruction.  The questions 
numbered 6, 7, 8, 9, 39, 40, 47, and 48 answered this research question.  These 
questions examined the reasons behind teaching or taking online courses, the difficulty 
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of converting courses from face-to-face to online, the most beneficial resources for the 
conversion process, and if the faculty recommend converting to Online Instruction.  In 
addition, the researcher analyzed the demographic questions (numbers 1, 2, 3, 4, and 
5) to examine if there were differences in responses based on gender, faculty position, 
years teaching in higher education institutions, and total number of courses taught 
whether fully online or blended. 
For research question two, questions 10, 11, 38, 42, 43, 44, 45, and 46 were 
employed to answer the changes in teaching methods that USF faculty reported in their 
online courses, following the process of transitioning courses from face-to-face to 
online.  The questions inquired about the online tools that faculty were currently using or 
would like to use in the future; the way they required their students to do their 
assignments; and the way they presented materials, provided feedback, paid attention 
to diverse talents, interacted and engage with students.  As with RQ#1 the researcher 
analyzed the demographic questions (numbers 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5) to examine if there 
were differences in responses based on gender, faculty position, years teaching in 
higher education institutions, and total number of courses taught whether fully online or 
blended. 
The third and fourth research questions focused on the technical and 
instructional design training aspects; the questions numbered 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 
19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, and 25 related to the extent and format(s) that USF faculty 
received previous training (Technical and/or Instructional) and if they would have liked 
any additional training opportunities.  In addition, the researcher analyzed the 
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demographic questions (numbers 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5) to examine if there were differences 
in responses based on the same variables addressed in research questions 1 and 2. 
Several items were used to answer the fifth research question; item numbers 26, 29,  
30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, and 37 asked about the delivery format that USF faculty 
preferred following the process of transitioning courses from face-to-face to online.  
These questions addressed topics, such as teaching in the online format, using web 
conferencing programs, and the best course delivery methods.  In addition, the 
researcher analyzed the demographic questions (numbers 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5) to examine 
if there were differences in responses based on the previously enumerated variables.  
For the sixth research question, the items numbered 27, 28, and 41 were 
employed to answer the major challenges that USF faculty experienced during the 
course transition process.  These questions addressed the financial issues and the 
need for funding support to successfully complete the course transition process.  In 
addition to a list of challenges that the faculty may face, such factors as cost, 
uncertainty of what material to post online, communication barriers with students, lack of 
enough knowledge, and converting from Blackboard to Canvas, etc. were addressed.  
Also, the researcher analyzed the demographic items (numbers 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5) to 
examine if there were differences in responses by the variables.  
The last question on the questionnaire is number 49.  It is an open-ended 
question for any additional comments that the participants wanted to add or share.  
Instrument validity.  Ary et al. (2010) propose, “Historically, validity was 
concerned with the extent to which an instrument measured what it claims to measure” 
(p. 225).  After going through all these procedures, the final questionnaire consisted of 
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49 questions, in which 18 questions are actually adapted from Ray (2009).  Ray’ 
questions concerning the faculty technical training and instructional design training were 
used from her study; the remaining were developed by the researcher.  According to 
Gall et al. (2007), the five main types of evidence were taken into consideration during 
the instrument development.  Based on the input from the original interviews, the pilot 
panel, cognitive interviews, a panel of experts, and round two of a pilot panel all of 
which examined, evaluated, revised, and tested the instrument, these actions served to 
validate the questionnaire.  
Instrument reliability.  Kimberlin and Winterstein (2008) suggest “Pretesting or 
pilot testing an instrument allows for the identification of such sources [of measurement 
error]” (p. 2277).  If an instrument is consistent and gives the same results again and 
again, then it is considered reliable.  To measure the reliability of this survey instrument, 
a test-retest reliability estimation was conducted.  The researcher requested the e-mail 
addresses of some of the faculty members who converted F2F course to online 
versions at USFSM, from the eLearning department, which in return provided 28 e-mail 
addresses.  The researcher sent an invitation e-mail to these faculty members 
containing the link to the web-based survey and explaining that the purpose of the 
survey is for reliability testing.  See Appendix O for a copy of the invitation e-mail.  The 
researcher then sent another reminder e-mail after one week of the original invitation 
asking the faculty members to retake the same survey.  See Appendix P for a copy of 
the reminder e-mail.  Since the web-based survey link is anonymous, the researcher 
asked the participants to use the same pseudonym both times while taking the survey in 
order to compare the results. 
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 The researcher sent three reminders, but was only able to receive five 
participants.  The researcher compared the results of the surveys by matching the 
pseudonym, and found that the participants’ answers were consistent with minor 
differences.  Since the survey answers were consistent, the survey instrument was 
considered reliable.  
Data Collection  
Following the Institutional Research Board (IRB) approval, the researcher 
contacted the deans offices of each college within USF Tampa and St. Pete to request 
a list of the e-mail addresses of all the faculty members who are teaching in Fall 2016.  
See Appendix Q for a copy of the IRB approval letter.  See Appendix R for a copy of the 
e-mail message.  The researcher received a total of 1314 e-mails.  The first item in the 
survey is a filter question which asked “Are you currently teaching online, or have you 
taught online?”  If the answer was Yes, then the respondents were allowed to continue 
into the questionnaire, and if the answer was No then the participants were thanked for 
their interest and informed that they did not meet the criteria needed for participation.  
After the researcher obtained the collection of e-mail addresses, she launched an 
e-mail message that contained a greeting paragraph and a description of the study and 
its goals.  In addition, in the e-mail message, the researcher informed the potential 
respondents that their participation is voluntary and that there is no penalty for their 
withdrawal at any time.  The e-mail also included a link to the web-based survey hosted 
on Qualtrics.com for the respondents to click and began the questionnaire.  The 
researcher informed the respondents that they had two weeks to complete the survey 
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from the date of the original e-mail message.  See Appendix S for the Invitation e-mail 
message.   
A reminder e-mail was sent after one week from the original date of the e-mail to 
kindly request the faculty to participate again.  Since this was a targeted selection, it 
was impossible for the researcher to identify who had already participated in the study 
from who had not, which meant that the reminder e-mail was sent to all faculty e-mails 
whether they participated already or not yet.  However, the reminder e-mail contained a 
thank you note to whoever had previously responded and asked them to disregard the 
e-mail message.  
A week after the original e-mail had been sent, the researcher sent another 
reminder e-mail that contained the same message as the previous one.  However, the 
researcher did not get the number of participants she was looking for (171 participants), 
so she had to send another three reminder e-mails over three weeks consequently till 
she got the required participation number.  See Appendix T for a copy of the reminder 
e-mail message.  After four weeks, the researcher closed the survey and had a total of 
206 responses back.  Out of these 206 responses, 83 responses did not qualify (they 
answered No to the first filter question) and two responses did not answer some of the 
demographic questions, which left a sample size of 121 participants.  
Data Analysis  
In this exploratory study, a quantitative method approach and a survey research 
design was used to answer the research questions.  A web-based questionnaire was 
used to collect the data for this study.  
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 The following statistical analysis methods were employed using SPSS software 
versions 23 and 24.  Descriptive statistics, frequency analysis, chi-square, t tests, and 
one-way ANOVAs were used to analyze research questions one to six of this study.  
 In order to avoid the risk of misrepresenting and losing essential details of the 
original data when describing a large set of observations using one single indicator, the 
researcher used the following descriptive statistics: frequencies, percentages, averages 
(means), medians, modes, skewness, kurtosis, and standard deviations.  
The researcher used the t test (for gender) and one-way ANOVAs to compare 
the means between the different groups and determined whether any of those means 
were significantly different from each other, for the ordinal-type items.   In addition, the 
chi-square test was used to determine whether there were significant differences 
between the frequencies for the nominal-type items, as follows:   
RQ1.  What are the overall perceptions of USF faculty on the course transition 
process from face-to-face to online instruction?  Are there differences in responses 
based on gender, faculty position, years teaching in higher education institutions, and 
total number of courses taught whether fully online or blended?  
 
The items 6, 7, 8, 9, 40, 41, 48, and 49 answered this research question.  For the 
nominal-type items 6, 7, 8, 40, 41, and 49, frequencies and confidence interval analysis 
were calculated to answer the first part of this question.  In addition, chi-square tests 
were calculated to answer the second part of this question.  For the ordinal-type items 
(9 and 48), frequencies, means, standard deviation, and confidence intervals were 
calculated to answer the first part of the research question.  In addition, t tests and 
ANOVAs were calculated to answer the second part of this question.   
RQ2.  What teaching method changes did the USF faculty report in their online 
courses, following the process of transitioning courses from face-to-face to online 
instruction?  If any?  Are there differences in responses based on gender, faculty 
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position, years teaching in higher education institutions, and total number of courses 
taught whether fully online or blended?  
 
The items 10, 11, 38, 43, 44, 45, 46, and 47 answered this question.  These item 
types are nominal; therefore, frequencies and confidence interval analysis were 
calculated to answer the first part of the question.  Chi-square tests were calculated to 
answer the second part of the question.  
RQ3.  What are USF faculty perceptions of the technical training aspects related 
to online instruction?  Are there differences in responses based on gender, faculty 
position, years teaching in higher education institutions, and total number of courses 
taught whether fully online or blended?  
 
RQ4.  What are USF faculty perceptions of the instructional design training 
aspects related to online instructions?  Are there differences in responses based on 
gender, faculty position, years teaching in higher education institutions, and total 
number of courses taught whether fully online or blended?  
 
The items 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, and 25 answered 
research questions 3 and 4.  For nominal-type items (13, 16, 17, 18, 20, 23, and 24), 
frequencies and confidence interval analysis were calculated to answer the first part of 
the question.  In addition, chi-square tests were calculated to answer the second part of 
this question.  For ordinal-type items (12, 14, 15, 19, 21, and 22), frequencies, means, 
standard deviations, and confidence intervals were calculated to answer the first part of 
the question.  In addition, t tests and ANOVAs were calculated to answer the second 
part of the question.   
RQ5.  Following the process of transitioning courses from face-to-face to online, 
what delivery format do USF faculty prefer?  Are there differences in responses based 
on gender, faculty position, years teaching in higher education institutions, and total 
number of courses taught whether fully online or blended?  
 
The items 26, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36 and 37 answered research question 
5.  For the nominal-type items (26, 29, 30, 31, 33, 34, 35, 36, and 37), frequencies and 
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confidence interval analysis were calculated to answer the first part of this question.  In 
addition, chi-square tests were calculated to answer the second part of the question.  
For the ordinal-type item 32 frequencies, means, standard deviations, and confidence 
intervals were calculated to answer the first part of the question.  In addition, t tests and 
ANOVAs were calculated to answer the second part of the question.   
RQ6.  What were the major challenges that USF faculty experienced during the 
course transition process?  Are there differences in responses based on gender, faculty 
position, years teaching in higher education institutions, and total number of courses 
taught whether fully online or blended?  
 
The items 27, 28, and 42 answer research question 6.  These are nominal-type 
items and frequencies and confidence interval analysis were calculated to answer the 
first part of this question.  In addition, chi-square tests were calculated to answer the 
second part of this question.  The researcher computed the effect size for every chi-
square test, t test, and ANOVA.  
For the Other (Please specify) items, the researcher collected and grouped the 
responses into categories based on similarities of responses. 
In addition, the researcher screened for the amount and source of missing data.  
According to Cheema (2014), If the amount of missing data was not extensive, the pair-
wise deletion method should be used.  However, if there were large numbers of missing 
data, then the multiple impution method should be used.  In this research, only minimal 
data were missed, so the list-wise deletion method was used and the complete data for 
each survey item was analyzed.   
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Chapter 4 
Findings 
The purpose of this study was to investigate faculty perceptions towards the 
transitioning process from face-to-face to online instruction.  The parts of this chapter 
include participant demographics, findings for research question 1, findings for research 
question 2, findings for research question 3 and 4, findings for research question 5, 
findings for research question 6, and observations. 
Participant Demographic Characteristics  
The target population in this study was the faculty members who were teaching, 
or taught, online at the University of South Florida main campus in Tampa, and the St 
Petersburg campus during Fall semester 2016.  The pilot study was conducted at the 
Sarasota-Manatee campus, so faculty members from there were excluded from the 
actual study.  The total number of participants included 206, of which 83 were dropped 
because they did not meet the criteria for participation.  Two additional participants, who 
did not answer all the demographic questions, were dropped resulting in 121 total 
usable responses.  
The demographic information regarding faculty gender, number of years taught in 
higher education setting, faculty position (rank), total number of courses taught fully 
online, and total number of courses taught in blended format was collected through the 
demographic questions.  
Table 2 presents the participants’ demographic characteristics by variable.  
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There was a total of 121 participants:  74 (61.15%) were male, and 47 (38.84%) were 
female, 2 (1.62%) taught for 0-2 years in higher education setting, 10 (8.26%) taught for 
3-5 years, 13 (10.74%) taught for 6-8 years, 13 (10.74%) taught for 9-11 years, and 83 
(68.59%) taught for 12 years or more.  
 
Table 2: 
 
Participant Demographic Characteristics by Variable 
_________________________________________________ 
 
Variable     n   % 
___________________________________________________________ 
 
Gender 
 Male    74   61.15  
 Female    47   38.84 
 
Years Taught  
 0-2      2     1.62 
 3-5    10     8.26 
 6-8    13   10.74 
 9-11    13   10.74  
 12 or More   83   68.59  
 
Faculty Position 
 Full Professor   34   28.09 
 Associate Prof.   30   24.79  
 Assistant Prof.   20   16.52 
 Instructor    22   18.18  
 Visiting Instructor    4     3.30  
  Adjunct/Part Time  11     9.09  
  
Courses Taught Fully Online 
 None      6     4.90  
 5 or Fewer   58   47.93 
 6-10    25   20.66 
 11-20    10     8.26 
 21 or More   22   18.18  
 
Courses Taught Blended 
 None    46   38.01  
 5 or Fewer   46   38.01 
 6-10    15   12.39 
 11-20      8     6.61  
 21 or More     6     4.95  
___________________________________________________________ 
N=121 
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Among the 121 participants: 34 (28.09%) were full professors, 30 (24.79%) were 
associate professors, 20 (16.52%) were assistant professors, 22 (18.18%) were 
instructors, 4 (3.30%) were visiting instructors, and 11 (9.09%) were adjunct part time.  
There was a total of 6 (4.9%) participants who did not teach any courses fully online, 58 
(47.93%) who taught 5 or fewer fully online courses, 25 (20.66%) who taught 6-10 fully 
online courses, 10 (8.26%) who taught 11-20 fully online courses, and 22 (18.18%) 
taught 21 or more fully online courses.  In addition, there were a total of 46 (38.01%) 
who did not teach any blended courses, 46 (38.01%) who taught 5 or fewer blended 
courses, 15 (12.39%) who taught 6-10 blended courses, 8 (6.61%) who taught 11-20 
blended courses, and 6 (4.95%) who taught 21 or more blended courses. 
Findings for Research Question 1 
There are two parts for each of the research questions, the first part concerns the 
general perceptions of faculty members, and the second is related to differences in 
responses based on various individual factors such as gender, faculty position, etc.  The 
downloaded web-based survey from Qualtrics.com had different items numbers 
compared to the final version of the instrument (see Appendix N).  See Appendix U for a 
copy of the Qualtrics survey.  For the data analysis, the researcher used the Qualtrics 
survey numbering (Appendix U). 
General perceptions of faculty members on the course transition process.  
The nominal questions and ordinal questions are discussed in this section.    
Nominal questions.  As seen in Table 3, 64% of the respondents selected job 
expectation or institution requirement as the major motivating factor that led them to 
begin teaching online courses.  This factor was followed by the flexibility of teaching 
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online (44%), interest in online instruction in general (38%), self-motivation (22%), and 
Other (19%).  Twenty-three individuals provided responses to the Other category.  Most 
of the comments fell under institutional requests (n = 4), funding provided (n = 3), 
extend options for students (n = 12), and convenience for faculty (n = 3).  
When asked about the reasons that led faculty members to take online courses 
as a learner (Q9), 55% indicated that they took an online course for training purposes, 
whereas 35% took it for work, while 21% took it for personal interest, and 19% took it as 
a part of a program degree.  However, 28% never took an online course as a learner 
and 2% selected Other, only three individuals checked Other.  
The faculty opinions varied towards their experience as learners in an online 
course (or lack of taking an online course) (Q10) and how it affected their teaching in 
the online environment with 53% saying that this experience helped them improve their 
skills in developing online courses.  Of the respondents, 7% believed there was no 
relationship between taking an online course as a learner and teaching in the online 
environment, and 4% found this experience as a motivational one.  However, 11% 
selected Other.  The Other reasons given were repetition of choices for the question 
and improved online offerings.  
In the transition process from face-to-face to online courses (Q43), 60% of the 
respondents found that having an IT consultant was the most beneficial resource in this 
transition, followed by learning from other faculty members (45%), attending workshops 
(44%), learning how to work from synchronous to asynchronous (17%), learning from 
other academics (7%), while 19% selected Other.   
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Table 3: 
RQ1 Nominal Frequencies and Confidence Intervals 
Question Frequency 95% CIa  
 
Option n % 
Low  
% 
Up 
% 
Q8.  What was the major motivating factor that led you to begin teaching online courses? 
 
Interest in online instruction 46 38 29 47 
Job expectation or institutional requirement 78 64 56 73 
Flexibility of teaching online 53 44 35 53 
Self-motivation 27 22 15 30 
Q9.  What were your reasons for taking an online course as a learner? 
 I have never taken an online course as a learner 34 28 20 36 
I have taken an online course for work 42 35 26 43 
I have taken an online course for training 66 55 46 63 
I have taken an online course out of personal interest 25 21 13 28 
I have taken an online course as a part of a degree program 23 19 12 26 
Q10.  How has your experience as a learner in an online course (or lack of taking an online course) 
affected your teaching in the online environment? 
 
There is no relationship between taking an online course as a 
learner and teaching in the online environment 
9 7 3 12 
This experience had helped in improving my skills developing 
online courses 
64 53 44 62 
Motivation (The experience of developing an online course 
motivated me to participate in another course) 
5 4 1 8 
Q43.  From your face-to-face to online course transition process, which of the following resources were 
most beneficial? 
 
Attending workshops 53 44 35 53  
Having an Information Technology (IT) consultant 73 60 52 69  
Learning from other faculty members 54 45 36 53  
Learning from other universities 16 13 7 19  
Learning from other academies/ 9 7 3 12  
Learning how to work from synchronous to asynchronous 21 17 11 24 
 
 
79 
Table 3 (continued)  
 
Question Frequency 95% CIa  
 
Option n % 
Low  
% 
Up 
% 
Q44.  From your face-to-face to online course transition process. How did the advancement in new 
technologies serve you? 
 
Flexibility in dividing the students into small groups 32 26 19 34 
Flexibility in getting the students engaged with each other 44 36 28 45 
Flexibility in using the computer applications (apps) to login 
using tablets, mobiles, and other devices 
27 22 15 30 
Flexibility to login from anywhere, anytime 76 63 54 71 
Availability of many resources to all students 67 55 47 64 
Q52.  Do you recommend other faculty members to convert to Online Instruction? 
 
Yes 39 36 27 44  
No 14 13 7 19  
Maybe 57 52 43 61 
Note. aCI = Confidence Interval, Low = Lower, Up = Upper. 
      
 
The Other reasons included self-taught and Quality Matters training.  In addition, 
63% found the flexibility to login from anywhere at any time as an advancement in 
technology that served them best in this transition, followed by the availability of many 
resources to all students (55%), flexibility in getting the students engaged with each 
other (36%), flexibility in dividing the students into small groups (26%), flexibility in using 
the computer applications (apps) to login using tablets, mobiles, and other devices 
(22%), and 10% selected Other.  The Other reasons included Canvas features such as 
Canvas collaborate and SpeedGrader.  
When the participants were asked if they would recommend other faculty 
members to convert to online instruction (Q52), 36% answered yes, whereas 13% 
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answered no, and 52% answered maybe.  The answers for maybe included several 
factors depending on the nature of the course, the skills and technology training of 
faculty, the faculty teaching style, and the students interest and convenience.  
Ordinal questions.  As seen in Table 4, when the participants were asked to 
rate the level of difficulty in converting a course from F2F to online format (Q11), given a 
Likert scale from 1 to 5, where 1 is very difficult and 5 is very easy, the mean was 2.21 
which was difficult.  When faculty were asked to rate their face-to-face to online course 
transition process experience (Q51), given a Likert scale from 1 to 5, where 1 is 
extremely comfortable and 5 is extremely uncomfortable, the mean was 2.68 which was 
close to neutral. 
Differences in responses based on demographics for nominal questions.  
The second part of research question one is “Are there differences in responses based 
on gender, faculty position, years teaching in higher education institutions, and total 
number of courses taught whether fully online or blended?”  
To answer this part for the nominal questions of the survey (8, 9, 10, 43, 44, and 
52), chi-square tests of independence were used.  The results of those tests for RQ1 
are presented in the following tables which are discussed below.  Only significant 
results are discussed.  
Cross table for RQ1 with years of experience.  A chi-square test of 
independence was conducted between each option of the nominal questions answering 
RQ1, and years of experience variable.  See Table 5 for the results of these tests.    
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Table 4: 
Ordinal Item Frequencies for Research Question 1  
Question Frequencies 95% CIa Statistics 
 Option   
Low Up       
  n % % % Mb Mdn Mo SD SK Rku 
Q11. How difficult would you say it is on average to convert a course from face-to-face format 
to online format? 
2.21 2 2 0.74 0.99 1.96 
1 Very difficult 11 11 6 17       
2 Difficult 66 64 55 74       
3 Neither easy nor hard 20 19 12 27       
4 Easy 5 5 1 10       
5 Very Easy 1 1 0 3       
Q51. How would you rate your face-to-face to online course transition process experience? 2.68 2 2 1.13 0.37 -0.82 
1 Extremely comfortable 13 13 7 19       
2 Comfortable 42 41 31 50       
3 Neither 19 18 11 25       
4 Somewhat uncomfortable 23 22 15 31       
5 Extremely uncomfortable 6 6 2 11       
Note.  aCI = Confidence Interval, Low = Lower, Up = Upper.  bM = Mean, Mdn = Median, Mo = Mode, SD = Standard 
Deviation, SK = Skewness, Rku = Kurtosis. 
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There was a statistically significant association between job expectation or 
institutional requirement as a motivating factor to begin teaching online (Q8), and the 
different categories of years of experience, χ2 (2, N = 121) = 6.35, p = 0.04.  The effect 
size reported by Φ = 0.23 was small.  A post hoc analysis indicated that the second 
category (6-11 years) was more motivated by job expectations than other groups.  
Also, there was a statistically significant association between never having taken 
an online course (Q9) and different years of experience, χ2 (2, N = 121) = 6.84, p = 0.03.  
The effect size reported by Φ = 0.24 was small.  A post hoc analysis indicated that the 
second category (6-11 years) was less likely to have ever taken an online course.  
There were statistically significant associations between having taken an online course 
(Q9) for work, and the different categories of years of experience, χ2 (2, N = 121) = 8.21, 
p = 0.02.  The effect size reported by Φ = 0.26 was also small.  A post hoc analysis 
indicated that the second category (6-11 years) was less likely to have taken an online 
course for work, while the third category (12 years or more) was more likely to have 
taken an online course for work. There were statistically significant associations 
between having taken an online course (Q9) for a degree program and the different 
categories of years of experience, χ2 (2, N = 121) = 8.95, p = 0.01.  The effect size 
reported by Φ = 0.27 was also small.  A post hoc analysis indicated that the first 
category with experience (0-5 years) was more likely to have taken an online course for 
a degree work, while the third category (12 years or more) was less likely to have taken 
an online course for a degree.  There was also a significant linear association of trend 
as evaluated by Mantel-Haenzsel test for trends, which indicated that more experienced 
faculty members were less likely to have taken an online course.   
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(continued)  
 
Table 5: 
Chi-square Test Results for Research Question 1 by Years of Experience 
Question  Years of Experience Statistical Tests 
 Option  0-5 6-11 ≥12 Chi-square Effect 
  Choice n % n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q8.  What was the major motivating factor that led you to begin teaching online courses? 
 
Interest in online instruction Yes 4 33 10 38 32 39 0.12 0.94 2 0.03 
No 8 67 16 62 51 61 
  
 
 
Job expectation or institutional 
requirement 
Yes 6 50 22 85 50 60 6.35 0.04 2 0.23 
No 6 50 4 15 33 40 
  
 
 
Flexibility of teaching online Yes 4 33 12 46 37 45 0.61 0.74 2 0.07 
No 8 67 14 54 46 55 
  
 
 
Self-motivation Yes 2 17 3 12 22 27 2.80 0.25 2 0.15 
No 10 83 23 88 61 73 
  
 
 
Q9. What were your reasons for taking an online course as a learner? 
 
I have never taken an online course as 
a learner 
Yes 1 8 12 46 21 25 6.84 0.03 2 0.24 
No 11 92 14 54 62 75 
  
 
 
 
I have taken an online course for work Yes 4 33 3 12 35 42 8.21 0.02 2 0.26 
No 8 67 23 88 48 58 
  
 
 
 
      Chi-square Test Results for Res arch Question 1 by Years of Experience 
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(continued)  Table 5: 
Chi-square Test Results for Research Question 1 by Years of Experience 
Question  Years of Experience Statistical Tests 
 Option  0-5 6-11 ≥12 Chi-square Effect 
  Choice n % n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q9. What were your reasons for taking an online course as a learner? continued 
 
I have taken an online course for 
training 
Yes 7 58 12 46 47 57 0.95 0.62 2 0.09 
No 5 42 14 54 36 43 
  
 
 
 
I have taken an online course out of 
personal interest 
Yes 2 17 6 23 17 20 0.21 0.90 2 0.04 
No 10 83 20 77 66 80 
  
 
 
I have taken an online course as a part 
of a degree program 
Yes 5 42 8 31 10 12 8.95 0.01 2 0.27 
No 7 58 18 69 73 88 
  
 
 
Q10. How has your experience as a learner in an online course (or lack of taking one) affected your teaching in the online environment? 
 
There is no relationship between both Yes 0 0 2 8 7 8 1.09 0.58 2 0.09 
No 12 100 24 92 76 92 
  
 
 
It helped in improving my skills 
developing online courses. 
Yes 10 83 11 42 43 52 5.67 0.06 2 0.22 
No 2 17 15 58 40 48 
  
 
 
 Motivation  Yes 0 0 0 0 5 6 2.39 0.30 2 0.14 
No 12 100 26 100 78 94 
  
 
 
 
Attending workshops Yes 5 42 14 54 34 41 1.36 0.51 2 0.11 
No 7 58 12 46 49 59 
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(continued)  Table 5: 
Chi-square Test Results for Research Question 1 by Years of Experience 
Question  Years of Experience Statistical Tests 
 Option  0-5 6-11 ≥12 Chi-square Effect 
  Choice n % n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q43. From your face-to-face to online course transition process, which of the following resources were most beneficial? 
 Having an IT consultant Yes 6 50 14 54 53 64 1.42 0.49 2 0.11 
No 6 50 12 46 30 36 
  
 
 
 Learning from other faculty members Yes 4 33 13 50 37 45 0.92 0.63 2 0.09 
No 8 67 13 50 46 55 
  
 
 
 Learning from other universities Yes 1 8 7 27 8 10 5.43 0.07 2 0.21 
No 11 92 19 73 75 90 
  
 
 
 Learning from other academies Yes 1 8 3 12 5 6 0.89 0.64 2 0.09 
No 11 92 23 88 78 94 
  
 
 
 Learning how to work from 
synchronous to asynchronous 
Yes 1 8 7 27 13 16 2.51 0.29 2 0.14 
No 11 92 19 73 70 84 
  
 
 
Q44. From your face-to-face to online course transition process. How did the advancement in new technologies serve you? 
 
Flexibility in dividing the students into 
small groups 
Yes 1 8 11 42 20 24 5.62 0.06 2 0.22 
No 11 92 15 58 63 76 
  
 
 
 
Flexibility in getting the students 
engaged with each other. 
Yes 6 50 13 50 25 30 4.45 0.11 2 0.19 
No 6 50 13 50 58 70 
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(continued)  Table 5: 
Chi-square Test Results for Research Question 1 by Years of Experience 
Question  Years of Experience Statistical Tests 
 Option  0-5 6-11 ≥12 Chi-square Effect 
  Choice n % n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q44. From your face-to-face to online course transition process. How did the advancement in new technologies serve you? 
 
Flexibility in using the computer 
applications (apps) to login using 
tablets, mobiles, and other devices 
Yes 3 25 8 31 16 19 1.56 0.46 2 0.11 
No 9 75 18 69 67 81 
  
 
 
 
Flexibility to login from anywhere, 
anytime 
Yes 5 42 19 73 52 63 3.47 0.18 2 0.17 
No 7 58 7 27 31 37 
  
 
 
 
Availability of many resources to all 
students 
Yes 5 42 13 50 49 59 1.67 0.43 2 0.12 
No 7 58 13 50 34 41 
  
 
 
Q52. Do you recommend other faculty members to convert to Online Instruction?  
 Yes 4 50 8 32 27 35 1.85 0.76 4 0.13 
 No 0 0 3 12 11 14 
  
 
 
 Maybe 4 50 14 56 39 51 
  
 
 
Note. * Significant level = .05.  Significant p values are in bold.  
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Cross table for RQ1 with gender.  Chi-square tests of independence were 
conducted between each option of the nominal questions that answers RQ1 by gender 
of respondents.  The findings are summarized in Table 6. 
There were statistically significant associations between having taken an online 
course out of personal interest (Q9) and gender χ2 (1, N = 121) = 4.71, p = 0.03.  The 
effect size reported by Φ = -0.20, which is considered small.  Of the respondents, 27% 
of female faculty members had more for a tendency than 11% of males to take online 
courses out of personal interest.  
There were also statistically significant associations between having taken an 
online course as part of an online program (Q9) and the gender of the respondent χ2 (1, 
N = 121) = 5.50, p = 0.02.  The effect size reported by Φ = -0.21, which is considered 
small.  Of the respondents, 26% of female faculty members had more tendency than 
9% of males to take online courses as part of a degree.  
There was also a statistically significant association between recommending 
other faculty members to convert online courses (Q52) and the gender of the 
respondent χ2 (2, N = 110) = 7.80, p = 0.02.  The effect size reported by Φ = 0.26, which 
is considered small.  Of the respondents, 50% of the male faculty members 
recommended other faculty members to convert courses, while only 25% of female 
faculty members did; on the other hand, 36% of the males answered maybe, compared 
to 62% of the females.  
Cross table for RQ1 with faculty rank.  Chi-square tests of independence were 
conducted between each option of the nominal questions that answered RQ1 by the 
faculty rank of the respondents.  The findings are summarized in Table 7. 
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Table 6:  Chi-square Test Results for Research Question 1 by Years of Gender 
Table 6  (continued)  
 
 
 
 
Gender 
  
Question  Male Female Chi-square Effect  
Option Choice n % n % 
χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q8.  What was the major motivating factor that led you to begin teaching online courses? 
 
Interest in online instruction Yes 19 40 27 36 0.19 0.66 1 0.04 
No 28 60 47 64 
  
  
Job expectation or institutional requirement Yes 30 64 48 65 0.01 0.91 1 -0.01 
No 17 36 26 35 
  
  
Flexibility of teaching online Yes 24 51 29 39 1.65 0.20 1 0.12 
No 23 49 45 61 
  
  
Self-motivation Yes 12 26 15 20 0.46 0.50 1 0.06 
No 35 74 59 80 
    
Q9. What were your reasons for taking an online course as a learner? 
 
I have never taken an online course as a learner Yes 15 32 19 26 0.55 0.46 1 0.07 
No 32 68 55 74 
  
  
 
I have taken an online course for work Yes 15 32 27 36 0.27 0.61 1 -0.05 
No 32 68 47 64 
  
  
 
I have taken an online course for training Yes 24 51 42 57 0.38 0.54 1 -0.06 
No 23 49 32 43 
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Table 6  (continued)  
 
 
 
 
Gender 
  
Question  Male Female Chi-square Effect  
Option Choice n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q9. What were your reasons for taking an online course as a learner? 
 
I have taken an online course out of personal interest Yes 5 11 20 27 4.71 0.03 1 -0.20 
No 42 89 54 73 
    
 I have taken an online course as a part of a degree 
program 
Yes 4 9 19 26 5.50 0.02 1 -0.21 
No 43 91 55 74 
  
  
Q10. How has your experience as a learner in an online course (or lack of taking an online course) affected your teaching in the online 
environment? 
 
There is no relationship between both Yes 4 9 5 7 0.13 0.72 1 0.03 
No 43 91 69 93 
  
  
This experience had helped in improving my skills 
developing online courses,  
Yes 24 51 40 54 0.10 0.75 1 -0.03 
No 23 49 34 46 
  
  
Motivation  Yes 0 0 5 7 3.31 0.07 1 -0.17 
No 47 100 69 93 
  
  
Q43. From your face-to-face to online course transition process, which of the following resources were most beneficial? 
 
Attending workshops Yes 23 49 30 41 0.82 0.36 1 0.08 
No 24 51 44 59 
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Table 6  (continued)  
 
 
 
 
Gender 
  
Question  Male Female Chi-square Effect  
Option Choice n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q43. From your face-to-face to online course transition process, which of the following resources were most beneficial? 
 
Having an Information Technology (IT) consultant Yes 26 55 47 64 0.81 0.37 1 -0.08 
No 21 45 27 36 
  
  
 
Learning from other faculty members Yes 24 51 30 41 1.29 0.26 1 0.10 
No 23 49 44 59 
  
  
Learning from other universities Yes 4 9 12 16 1.49 0.22 1 -0.11 
No 43 91 62 84 
  
  
Learning from other academies Yes 3 6 6 8 0.12 0.72 1 -0.03 
No 44 94 68 92 
  
  
Learning how to work from synchronous to asynchronous Yes 7 15 14 19 0.32 0.57 1 -0.05 
No 40 85 60 81 
  
  
Q44. From your face-to-face to online course transition process. How did the advancement in new technologies serve you? 
 
Flexibility in dividing the students into small groups Yes 11 23 21 28 0.37 0.55 1 -0.05 
No 36 77 53 72 
  
  
 
Flexibility in getting the students engaged with each other Yes 17 36 27 36 0.00 0.97 1 0.00 
No 30 64 47 64 
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Table 6  (continued)  
 
 
 
 
Gender 
  
Question  Male Female Chi-square Effect  
Option Choice n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q44. From your face-to-face to online course transition process. How did the advancement in new technologies serve you? 
 
Flexibility in using the computer applications (apps) to 
login using tablets, mobiles, and other devices 
Yes 11 23 16 22 0.05 0.82 1 0.02 
No 36 77 58 78 
  
  
 
Flexibility to login from anywhere, anytime Yes 31 66 45 61 0.33 0.57 1 0.05 
No 16 34 29 39 
  
  
Availability of many resources to all students Yes 25 53 42 57 0.15 0.70 1 -0.03 
No 22 47 32 43 
  
  
Q52. Do you recommend other faculty members to convert to Online Instruction?  
  
Yes 22 50 17 26 7.80 0.02 2 0.27 
  
No 6 14 8 12     
  Maybe 16 36 41 62 
    
Note. * Significant level = .05.  Significant p values are in bold.  
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There were statistically significant associations between job expectation or 
institutional requirement as a motivating factor to begin teaching online (Q8) and faculty 
rank, χ2 (4, N = 121) = 11.55, p = 0.02.  The effect size reported by Φ = 0.31 was 
medium.  A post hoc analysis indicated that full professors were significantly less 
motivated to begin teaching online courses because of job expectations than other 
ranks.  
There were statistically significant associations between self-motivation as a 
motivating factor to begin teaching online (Q8), and faculty rank, χ2 (4, N = 121) = 9.34, 
p = 0.05.  The effect size reported by Φ = 0.28 was small.  A post hoc analysis indicated 
that full professors were significantly more self-motivated to begin teaching online 
courses.   
In addition, there were statistically significant associations between taking an 
online course as a part of a degree program (Q9) and university rank χ2 (4, N = 121) = 
12.32, p = 0.02.  The effect size reported by Φ = 0.32 was medium.  A post hoc analysis 
indicated that adjunct/part timers were more likely to have taken an online course for a 
degree.  
There were statistically significant associations between perceiving that the 
experience as a learner in an online course helped in improving the skills needed for 
developing online courses (Q10) and university rank, χ2 (4, N = 121) = 9.38, p = 0.05. 
The effect size reported by Φ = 0.28 was small.  A post hoc analysis indicated that more 
of the adjunct/part time professors perceived that their experience as learners helped 
them improve their skills in developing online courses.   
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Table 7: Chi-square Test Results for Research Question 1 by faculty rank 
Table 7 (continued) 
 
  
 
   Rank Statistical tests  
Question Choice Adjunct 
Part Time 
Instructor Assistant 
Professor 
Associate 
Professor 
Full 
Professor 
Chi-square Effect 
 Option  n % n % n % n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q8.  What was the major motivating factor that led you to begin teaching online courses? 
 
Interest in online 
instruction 
Yes 5 45 14 54 6 30 10 33 11 32 4.31 0.37 4 0.19 
No 6 55 12 46 14 70 20 67 23 68 
  
  
 
Job expectation or 
institutional requirement 
Yes 8 73 18 69 15 75 23 77 14 41 11.55 0.02 4 0.31 
No 3 27 8 31 5 25 7 23 20 59 
  
  
 
Flexibility of teaching 
online 
Yes 4 36 13 50 9 45 12 40 15 44 0.84 0.93 4 0.08 
No 7 64 13 50 11 55 18 60 19 56 
  
  
 
Self-motivation Yes 2 18 8 31 1 5 4 13 12 35 9.34 0.05 4 0.28 
No 9 82 18 69 19 95 26 87 22 65 
    
Q9. What were your reasons for taking an online course as a learner? 
 
I have never taken an 
online course as a learner 
Yes 2 18 3 12 8 40 10 33 11 32 6.18 0.19 4 0.23 
No 9 82 23 88 12 60 20 67 23 68 
  
  
 
I have taken an online 
course for work 
Yes 4 36 13 50 5 25 9 30 11 32 3.91 0.42 4 0.18 
No 7 64 13 50 15 75 21 70 23 68 
  
  
                 
 
 
94 
Table 7 (continued) 
 
  
 
   Rank Statistical tests  
Question Choice Adjunct 
Part Time 
Instructor Assistant 
Professor 
Associate 
Professor 
Full 
Professor 
Chi-square Effect 
 Option  n % n % n % n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q9. What were your reasons for taking an online course as a learner? 
 
I have taken an online 
course for training 
Yes 6 55 17 65 9 45 15 50 19 56 2.24 0.69 4 0.14 
No 5 45 9 35 11 55 15 50 15 44 
  
  
 
I have taken an online 
course out of personal 
interest 
Yes 5 45 6 23 2 10 6 20 6 18 5.80 0.21 4 0.22 
No 6 55 20 77 18 90 24 80 28 82 
  
  
 
I have taken an online 
course as a part of a 
degree program 
Yes 6 55 5 19 5 25 3 10 4 12 12.23 0.02 4 0.32 
No 5 45 21 81 15 75 27 90 30 88 
  
  
Q10. How has your experience as a learner in an online course (or lack of taking an online course) affected your teaching in the online 
environment? 
 
There is no relationship 
between both 
Yes 0 0 0 0 3 15 3 10 3 9 5.02 0.29 4 0.20 
No 11 100 26 100 17 85 27 90 31 91 
  
  
 
It helped in improving my 
skills developing online 
courses 
Yes 9 82 18 69 8 40 13 43 16 47 9.38 0.05 4 0.28 
No 2 18 8 31 12 60 17 57 18 53 
  
  
 
Motivation  Yes 1 9 1 4 0 0 2 7 1 3 2.16 0.71 4 0.13 
No 10 91 25 96 20 100 28 93 33 97 
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Table 7 (continued) 
 
  
 
   Rank Statistical tests  
Question Choice Adjunct 
Part Time 
Instructor Assistant 
Professor 
Associate 
Professor 
Full 
Professor 
Chi-square Effect 
 Option  n % n % n % n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q43. From your face-to-face to online course transition process, which of the following resources were most beneficial? 
 
Attending workshops Yes 4 36 16 62 9 45 11 37 13 38 4.63 0.33 4 0.20 
No 7 64 10 38 11 55 19 63 21 62 
  
  
 
Having an Information 
Technology (IT) consultant 
Yes 5 45 17 65 10 50 19 63 22 65 2.57 0.63 4 0.15 
No 6 55 9 35 10 50 11 37 12 35 
  
  
 
Learning from other faculty 
members 
Yes 3 27 13 50 9 45 15 50 14 41 2.16 0.71 4 0.13 
No 8 73 13 50 11 55 15 50 20 59 
  
  
 
Learning from other 
universities 
Yes 3 27 1 4 6 30 3 10 3 9 9.64 0.05 4 0.28 
No 8 73 25 96 14 70 27 90 31 91 
  
  
 
Learning from other 
academies 
Yes 0 0 2 8 3 15 1 3 3 9 3.38 0.50 4 0.17 
No 11 100 24 92 17 85 29 97 31 91 
  
  
 
Learning how to work from 
synchronous to 
asynchronous 
Yes 2 18 2 8 7 35 6 20 4 12 6.93 0.14 4 0.24 
No 9 82 24 92 13 65 24 80 30 88 
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Table 7 (continued) 
 
  
 
   Rank Statistical tests  
Question Choice Adjunct 
Part Time 
Instructor Assistant 
Professor 
Associate 
Professor 
Full 
Professor 
Chi-square Effect 
 Option  n % n % n % n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q44. From your face-to-face to online course transition process. How did the advancement in new technologies serve you? 
 
Flexibility in dividing the 
students into small groups 
Yes 5 45 4 15 6 30 10 33 7 21 5.14 0.27 4 0.21 
No 6 55 22 85 14 70 20 67 27 79 
  
  
 
Flexibility in getting the 
students engaged with 
each other 
Yes 5 45 8 31 10 50 8 27 13 38 3.62 0.46 4 0.17 
No 6 55 18 69 10 50 22 73 21 62 
  
  
 
Flexibility in using 
computer applications to 
login using mobiles  
Yes 1 9 8 31 6 30 6 20 6 18 3.38 0.50 4 0.17 
No 10 91 18 69 14 70 24 80 28 82 
  
  
 
Flexibility to login from 
anywhere, anytime 
Yes 8 73 19 73 13 65 17 57 19 56 2.86 0.58 4 0.15 
No 3 27 7 27 7 35 13 43 15 44 
  
  
 
Availability of many 
resources to all students 
Yes 8 73 15 58 9 45 16 53 19 56 2.32 0.68 4 0.14 
No 3 27 11 42 11 55 14 47 15 44 
  
  
Q52. Do you recommend other faculty members to convert to Online Instruction?  
  Yes 5 50 6 25 5 29 9 32 14 45 5.92 0.66 8 0.23 
No 0 0 4 17 2 12 3 11 5 16 
    
Maybe 5 50 14 58 10 59 16 57 12 39         
Note.  *Significance level = .05.  Significant p values are in bold.  
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Finally, when answering: “From your face-to-face to online course transition 
process, which of the following resources were most beneficial?”, there was a significant 
difference for answering “learning from other universities” χ2 (4, N = 121) = 9.64, p = 
0.05.  The effect size reported by Φ = 0.28 was small.  Post hoc analysis revealed that 
assistant professors were more likely to pick this option.  
Cross table for RQ1 with number of courses fully taught online.  Chi-square 
tests of independence were conducted between each option of the nominal questions 
that answered RQ1 by number of courses fully taught online.  The findings are 
summarized in Table 8. 
As can be seen, there were no statistically significant associations between any 
of the questions and options by the different categories representing the number of 
courses fully online. 
Cross table for RQ1 with number of blended courses taught.  Chi-square 
test of independence were conducted between each option of the nominal questions 
that answers RQ1 by number of blended courses taught, the findings are summarized in 
Table 9. 
 There were statistically significant associations between having an experience 
as a learner in an online course help (Q10) in improving the faculty skills developing 
online courses χ2 (3, N = 121) = 8.41, p = 0.04.  The effect size reported by Φ = 0.26 
was small.  Post hoc analysis revealed that faculty members who taught 6-10 blended 
courses were more likely to perceive that being a learner helped them in developing 
online courses.  
See Table 10 for the descriptive statistics for RQ1 for the ordinal items by years 
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of experience.  See Table 11 for ANOVA test for RQ1 for the ordinal items by years of 
experience.  
ANOVAs for RQ1 by faculty rank.  See Table 12 for the descriptive statistics for 
RQ1 for the ordinal items by rank.  For Table 13, ANOVAs were calculated for the two 
questions (Q11, Q51).  There were no significant differences of means by faculty rank 
for question 11 asking about difficulty in course conversion F(4, 114) = 0.88, p = 0.48.  
However, for Q15 regarding the perception of faculty members on based on their 
comfort level of the face-to-face to online course transition process. There was 
homogeneity of variances, as assessed by Levene's test of homogeneity of variance (p 
= 0.17), the differences in the means for the five university rank groups was statistically 
significant, F(4, 107) = 2.69, p = 0.03, ի2 = 0.09.  The means for the groups by faculty 
rank sorted lower to higher was: Adjunct/Part Time (M = 2.30), Instructor (M = 2.44), 
Full professors (M = 2.56). Assistant Professor (M = 2.66), and Associate Professor (M 
= 3.25).  Pairwise comparisons of the means using Tukey’s Honestly Significant 
Difference procedure indicated no significant comparisons between any of the mean 
differences.  Effect size was small ի2 = 0.09. 
ANOVAs for RQ1 by number of courses taught fully online.  See Table 14 for 
the descriptive statistics for RQ1 for the ordinal items by number of courses taught fully 
online.  For Table 15, ANOVAs were calculated for questions (Q11, Q51) by number of 
blended courses taught, there were no significant differences of means for question 11 
asking about difficulty in course conversion, F (4, 114) = 0.92, p = 0. 46.  Also, there 
were no significant differences for Q15 asking how faculty members rated their face-to-
face to online course transition process experience, F (4, 107) = 1.67, p = 0.16.  
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ANOVAs for RQ1 by number of blended courses taught.  See Table 16 for 
the descriptive statistics for RQ1 for the ordinal items by number of courses taught.  For 
Table 17, a one-way Brown-Forsythe ANOVA was conducted to determine if the 
perception of faculty members regarding the difficulty on average to convert a course 
face-to-face format to online format was different based on number of blended courses 
taught, the assumption of homogeneity of variances was violated, as assessed by 
Levene's test for equality of variances (p = .01), but the differences in the means for the 
four groups was not statistically significant, Brown-Forsythe F (3, 92.34) = 0.86, p = 
0.46.   
Also, a one-way ANOVA was conducted to determine if the perception of faculty 
members on how they would rate their comfort level of the face-to-face to online 
course transition process was different for groups based on number of blended 
courses taught.  However, the differences in the means for the four groups were not 
statistically significant, F (3, 108) = 0.72, p = 0.54 indicating perceptions of the faculty 
members were similar on this question.  
Independent samples t-test results for RQ1 by gender.  For Table 18, an 
independent samples t test was run to determine if there were differences in responses 
for questions (11, 51) by gender.  
An independent-samples t test was run to determine if there were differences in 
perceived difficulty in converting a course from face-to-face to online (Q11) between 
males and females.  However, there was no statistically significant difference for this 
question, t(117) = 1.30, p = 0.20. 
100 
      Chi-square Test Results for Research Question 1 by Number of Courses Fully Taught Online 
 
Table 8: Chi-square Test Results for Research question 1 by Number of Courses Fully Taught Online 
Table 8 (continued) 
 
 
 
   Number of Courses Fully Taught Online   
Question  None ≤ 5 6-10 11-20 ≥21 Chi-square Effect  
Option Choice n % n % n % n % n % χ
2 p
* df Φ 
Q8.  What was the major motivating factor that led you to begin teaching online courses? 
 
Interest in online instruction Yes 3 50 19 33 9 36 4 40 11 50 2.45 0.65 4 0.14 
No 3 50 39 67 16 64 6 60 11 50 
    
Job expectation or institutional 
requirement 
Yes 4 67 36 62 17 68 7 70 14 64 0.44 0.98 4 0.06 
No 2 33 22 38 8 32 3 30 8 36 
  
  
Flexibility of teaching online Yes 1 17 26 45 10 40 5 50 11 50 2.47 0.65 4 0.14 
No 5 83 32 55 15 60 5 50 11 50 
  
  
Self-motivation Yes 2 33 8 14 6 24 4 40 7 32 5.84 0.21 4 0.22 
No 4 67 50 86 19 76 6 60 15 68 
    
Q9. What were your reasons for taking an online course as a learner? 
 
I have never taken an online 
course as a learner 
Yes 1 17 20 34 5 20 2 20 6 27 2.70 0.61 4 0.15 
No 5 83 38 66 20 80 8 80 16 73 
  
  
 I have taken an online course 
for work 
Yes 2 33 20 34 8 32 3 30 9 41 0.56 0.97 4 0.07 
No 4 67 38 66 17 68 7 70 13 59 
  
  
 
I have taken an online course 
for training 
Yes 3 50 31 53 13 52 5 50 14 64 0.96 0.92 4 0.09 
No 3 50 27 47 12 48 5 50 8 36 
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Table 8 (continued) 
 
 
 
   Number of Courses Fully Taught Online   
Question  None ≤ 5 6-10 11-20 ≥21 Chi-square Effect  
Option Choice n % n % n % n % n % χ
2 p
* df Φ 
Q9. What were your reasons for taking an online course as a learner? continued  
 
I have taken an online course 
out of personal interest 
Yes 1 17 10 17 3 12 3 30 8 36 5.46 0.24 4 0.21 
No 5 83 48 83 22 88 7 70 14 64 
  
  
 I have taken an online course 
as a part of a degree program 
Yes 0 0 9 16 3 12 4 40 7 32 7.87 0.10 4 0.26 
No 6 100 49 84 22 88 6 60 15 68 
  
  
Q10. How has your experience as a learner in an online course (or lack of taking an online course) affected your teaching in the online 
environment? 
 
There is no relationship 
between both 
Yes 1 17 3 5 2 8 2 20 1 5 3.75 0.44 4 0.18 
No 5 83 55 95 23 92 8 80 21 95 
  
  
 
It helped in improving my skills 
developing online courses. 
Yes 2 33 29 50 14 56 6 60 13 59 1.76 0.78 4 0.12 
No 4 67 29 50 11 44 4 40 9 41 
  
  
 
Motivation  Yes 0 0 2 3 1 4 0 0 2 9 2.13 0.71 4 0.13 
No 6 100 56 97 24 96 10 100 20 91 
  
  
Q43. From your face-to-face to online course transition process, which of the following resources were most beneficial? 
 
Attending workshops Yes 3 50 26 45 12 48 3 30 9 41 1.15 0.89 4 0.10 
No 3 50 32 55 13 52 7 70 13 59 
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Table 8 (continued) 
 
 
 
   Number of Courses Fully Taught Online   
Question  None ≤ 5 6-10 11-20 ≥21 Chi-square Effect  
Option Choice n % n % n % n % n % χ
2 p
* df Φ 
Q43. From your face-to-face to online course transition process, which of the following resources were most beneficial? continued  
 Having an IT consultant Yes 5 83 33 57 16 64 5 50 14 64 2.30 0.68 4 0.14 
No 1 17 25 43 9 36 5 50 8 36 
  
  
 
Learning from other faculty 
members 
Yes 4 67 28 48 9 36 3 30 10 45 3.12 0.54 4 0.16 
No 2 33 30 52 16 64 7 70 12 55 
  
  
 
Learning from other 
universities 
Yes 0 0 8 14 2 8 1 10 5 23 3.35 0.50 4 0.17 
No 6 100 50 86 23 92 9 90 17 77 
  
  
 
Learning from other academies Yes 0 0 5 9 1 4 1 10 2 9 1.21 0.88 4 0.10 
No 6 100 53 91 24 96 9 90 20 91 
  
  
 Learning how to work from 
synchronous to asynchronous 
Yes 1 17 10 17 4 16 1 10 5 23 0.85 0.93 4 0.08 
No 5 83 48 83 21 84 9 90 17 77 
  
  
Q44. From your face-to-face to online course transition process. How did the advancement in new technologies serve you? continued  
 Flexibility in dividing the 
students into small groups 
Yes 1 17 17 29 3 12 3 30 8 36 4.40 0.35 4 0.19 
No 5 83 41 71 22 88 7 70 14 64 
  
  
 
Flexibility getting the students 
engaged with each other 
Yes 1 17 19 33 8 32 4 40 12 55 4.74 0.32 4 0.20 
No 5 83 39 67 17 68 6 60 10 45 
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Table 8 (continued) 
 
 
 
   Number of Courses Fully Taught Online   
Question  None ≤ 5 6-10 11-20 ≥21 Chi-square Effect  
Option Choice n % n % n % n % n % χ
2 p
* df Φ 
Q44. From your face-to-face to online course transition process. How did the advancement in new technologies serve you? continued  
 
Flexibility in using the 
computer applications to login 
using mobile devices 
Yes 1 17 17 29 5 20 0 0 4 18 4.91 0.30 4 0.20 
No 5 83 41 71 20 80 10 100 18 82 
  
  
 
Flexibility to login from 
anywhere, anytime 
Yes 3 50 37 64 13 52 6 60 17 77 3.70 0.45 4 0.17 
No 3 50 21 36 12 48 4 40 5 23 
  
  
 Availability of many resources 
to all students 
Yes 4 67 29 50 15 60 4 40 15 68 3.62 0.46 4 0.17 
No 2 33 29 50 10 40 6 60 7 32 
  
  
Q52. Do you recommend other faculty members to convert to Online Instruction?  
  
Yes 0 0 17 33 7 33 3 33 12 55 12.55 0.13 8 0.34 
No 2 33 6 12 5 24 0 0 1 5     
Maybe 4 67 29 56 9 43 6 67 9 41         
Note.  Significance level = .05. 
 
104 
      Chi-square Test Results for Research Question 1 by Number of Blended Courses Taught 
Taught Fully online 
 
Table 9: Chi-square Test Results for Research Question 1 by Number of Blended Courses Taught 
Table 9 (continued) 
 
 
  # of Blended Courses   
Question  None ≤ 5 6-10 ≥11 Chi-square Effect  
Option Choice n % n % n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q8.  What was the major motivating factor that led you to begin teaching online courses? 
 
Interest in online instruction Yes 18 39 16 35 4 27 8 57 3.22 0.36 3 0.16 
No 28 61 30 65 11 73 6 43 
  
  
Job expectation or institutional 
requirement 
Yes 30 65 29 63 9 60 10 71 0.48 0.92 3 0.06 
No 16 35 17 37 6 40 4 29 
  
  
Flexibility of teaching online Yes 21 46 18 39 6 40 8 57 1.57 0.67 3 0.11 
No 25 54 28 61 9 60 6 43 
  
  
Self-motivation Yes 8 17 9 20 3 20 7 50 7.08 0.07 3 0.24 
No 38 83 37 80 12 80 7 50 
  
  
Q9. What were your reasons for taking an online course as a learner? 
 
I have never taken an online course 
as a learner 
Yes 13 28 15 33 1 7 5 36 4.28 0.23 3 0.19 
No 33 72 31 67 14 93 9 64 
  
  
 
I have taken an online course for work Yes 17 37 15 33 5 33 5 36 0.21 0.98 3 0.04 
No 29 63 31 67 10 67 9 64 
  
  
 
I have taken an online course for 
training 
Yes 25 54 20 43 10 67 11 79 6.42 0.09 3 0.23 
No 21 46 26 57 5 33 3 21 
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Table 9 (continued) 
 
 
  # of Blended Courses   
Question  None ≤ 5 6-10 ≥11 Chi-square Effect  
Option Choice n % n % n % n % 
χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q9. What were your reasons for taking an online course as a learner? continued  
 
I have taken an online course out of 
personal interest 
Yes 6 13 10 22 6 40 3 21 5.09 0.17 3 0.21 
No 40 87 36 78 9 60 11 79 
    
 I have taken an online course as a 
part of a degree program 
Yes 8 17 8 17 5 33 2 14 2.36 0.50 3 0.14 
No 38 83 38 83 10 67 12 86 
   
 
Q10. How has your experience as a learner in an online course (or lack of taking an online course) affected your teaching in the online 
environment? 
 
There is no relationship between both Yes 3 7 3 7 1 7 2 14 1.08 0.78 3 0.09 
No 43 93 43 93 14 93 12 86 
  
  
It helped in improving my skills 
developing online courses 
Yes 21 46 24 52 13 87 6 43 8.41 0.04 3 0.26 
No 25 54 22 48 2 13 8 57 
  
  
Motivation  Yes 1 2 3 7 0 0 1 7 2.08 0.56 3 0.13 
No 45 98 43 93 15 100 13 93 
  
  
Q43. From your face-to-face to online course transition process, which of the following resources were most beneficial? 
 
Attending workshops Yes 22 48 19 41 6 40 6 43 0.51 0.92 3 0.07 
No 24 52 27 59 9 60 8 57 
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Table 9 (continued) 
 
 
  # of Blended Courses   
Question  None ≤ 5 6-10 ≥11 Chi-square Effect  
Option Choice n % n % n % n % 
χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q43. From your face-to-face to online course transition process, which of the following resources were most beneficial? continued  
 
Having an IT consultant Yes 28 61 27 59 10 67 8 57 0.37 0.95 3 0.06 
No 18 39 19 41 5 33 6 43 
  
  
 
Learning from other faculty members Yes 20 43 21 46 6 40 7 50 0.34 0.95 3 0.05 
No 26 57 25 54 9 60 7 50 
   
 
 
Learning from other universities Yes 5 11 6 13 3 20 2 14 0.84 0.84 3 0.08 
No 41 89 40 87 12 80 12 86 
   
 
Learning from other academies Yes 3 7 6 13 0 0 0 0 4.49 0.21 3 0.19 
No 43 93 40 87 15 100 14 100 
   
 
Learning how to work from 
synchronous to asynchronous 
Yes 10 22 7 15 3 20 1 7 1.85 0.60 3 0.12 
No 36 78 39 85 12 80 13 93 
   
 
Q44. From your face-to-face to online course transition process. How did the advancement in new technologies serve you? 
 
Flexibility in dividing the students into 
small groups 
Yes 11 24 13 28 4 27 4 29 0.26 0.97 3 0.05 
No 35 76 33 72 11 73 10 71 
  
  
 
Flexibility in getting the students 
engaged with each other 
Yes 14 30 16 35 8 53 6 43 2.87 0.41 3 0.15 
No 32 70 30 65 7 47 8 57 
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Table 9 (continued) 
 
 
  # of Blended Courses   
Question  None ≤ 5 6-10 ≥11 Chi-square Effect  
Option Choice n % n % n % n % 
χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q44. From your face-to-face to online course transition process. How did the advancement in new technologies serve you? continued  
 
Flexibility in using the computer 
applications (apps) to login using 
tablets, mobiles, and other devices 
Yes 14 30 9 20 3 20 1 7 3.86 0.28 3 0.18 
No 32 70 37 80 12 80 13 93 
  
  
Flexibility to login from anywhere, 
anytime 
Yes 29 63 28 61 9 60 10 71 0.57 0.90 3 0.07 
No 17 37 18 39 6 40 4 29 
  
  
Availability of many resources to all 
students 
Yes 23 50 26 57 9 60 9 64 1.14 0.77 3 0.10 
No 23 50 20 43 6 40 5 36 
    
Q52. Do you recommend other faculty members to convert to Online Instruction?  
  
Yes 15 38 13 32 5 33 6 43 1.66 0.95 6 0.12 
No 4 10 7 17 2 13 1 7 
    
Maybe 21 53 21 51 8 53 7 50 
    
Note.  *Significance level = .05.  Significant p values are in bold. 
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Table 10  
 
Descriptive Statistics for Research Question 1 Ordinal Items by Years of 
Experience 
 
Question Experience  
 In years n M SD 
Q11 How difficult would you say it is on average to 
convert a course from face-to-face format to online 
format? 
0-5  11 2.36 0.81 
6-11  26 2.23 0.65 
≥12  82 2.12 0.76 
Total 119 2.17 0.74 
     
Q51 How would you rate your face-to-face to online 
course transition process experience? 
0-5 8 2.13 0.83 
6-11 25 2.76 1.01 
≥12 79 2.73 1.15 
Total 112 2.70 1.11 
 
 
 
Table 11:  
ANOVA Test for Research Question 1 Ordinal Items by Years of Experience 
Question  
SS df MS F p
* ի2 
Q11.  How difficult would you say it 
is on average to convert a course 
from face-to-face format to online 
format? 
Between Groups 0.7 2 0.35 0.63 0.53 0.03 
Within Groups 63.94 116 0.55    
Total 64.64 118     
 
Q51 How would you rate your 
face-to-face to online course 
transition process experience? 
Between Groups 1.27 2 0.63 0.25 0.78 0.02 
Within Groups 291.45 113 2.58    
Total 292.72 115     
Note.  ի2 = Eta squared, *Significance level = .05.  
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Table 12  
 
Descriptive Statistics for Research Question 1 Ordinal Items by University Rank 
 
Question Rank         n                M                SD 
Q11 How difficult would you say it is on 
average to convert a course from face-to-
face format to online format? 
Adjunct/Part Time 11 2.45 0.93 
Instructor 26 2.12 0.59 
Assistant Professor 19 2.32 0.67 
Associate Professor 30 2.03 0.67 
Full Professor 33 2.15 0.87 
Total 119 2.17 0.74 
Q51 How would you rate your face-to-face 
to online course transition process 
experience? 
Adjunct/Part Time 10 2.30 1.06 
Instructor 25 2.44 0.77 
Assistant Professor 17 2.65 1.11 
Associate Professor 28 3.25 1.11 
Full Professor 32 2.56 1.22 
Total 112 2.70 1.11 
 
 
 
Table 13  
 
ANOVA Test for Research Question 1 Ordinal Items by University Rank 
 
Question  
SS df SM F p
* ի2 
Q11 How difficult would you say it 
is on average to convert a course 
from face-to-face format to online 
format? 
Between Groups 1.94 4 0.49 0.88 0.48 0.03 
Within Groups 62.70 114 0.55    
Total 64.64 118     
 
Q51 How would you rate your 
face-to-face to online course 
transition process experience? 
Between Groups 12.41 4 3.10 2.69 0.03 0.09 
Within Groups 123.27 107 1.15    
Total 135.68 111     
Note.  *Significance level = .05.  Significant p values are in bold.  
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Table 14  
 
Descriptive Statistics for Research Question 1 Ordinal Items by Number of Courses 
Taught Fully Online 
 
Question Courses         n                 M               SD 
Q11 How difficult would you say it is on average to 
convert a course from face-to-face format to online 
format? 
None 6 1.83 0.75 
5 or fewer 56 2.20 0.62 
6 TO 10 25 2.04 0.84 
11 TO 20 10 2.10 0.88 
21 or more 22 2.36 0.85 
     
Q51 How would you rate your face-to-face to online 
course transition process experience? 
None 6 3.17 1.33 
5 or fewer 52 2.90 1.09 
6 TO 10 23 2.30 1.02 
11 TO 20 9 2.67 1.12 
21 or more 22 2.50 1.10 
 
 
 
Table 15  
 
ANOVAs for Research Question 1 Ordinal Items by Number of Courses Taught Fully 
Online 
 
Question  SS df SM F p ի2 
Q11 How difficult would you say it 
is on average to convert a course 
from face-to-face format to online 
format? 
Between Groups 
2.02 4 0.50 0.92 .46 .03 
Within Groups 
62.62 114 0.55    
Total 64.64 118     
 
Q51 How would you rate your face-
to-face to online course transition 
process experience? 
Between Groups 
7.96 4 1.99 1.67 .16 .06 
Within Groups 
127.72 107 1.19    
Total 
135.68 111     
Note.  *Significance level = .05.   
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Table 16:  
 
Descriptive Statistics for Research Question 1 Ordinal Items by Number of Blended 
Courses Taught 
 
Question Courses  
  n M SD 
Q11 How difficult would you say it is on average to 
convert a course from face-to-face format to online 
format? 
None 44 2.23 0.71 
Less than 5 46 2.17 0.90 
6 TO 10 15 1.93 0.26 
11 or more 14 2.21 0.58 
     
Q51 How would you rate your face-to-face to online 
course transition process experience? 
None 41 2.54 1.12 
5 or fewer 42 2.81 1.17 
11 TO 20 15 2.93 0.96 
21 or more 14 2.57 1.02 
 
 
 
Table 17 
 
 ANOVA Test for Research Question 1 Ordinal Items by Number of Blended 
Courses Taught 
 
Question  SS df SM F p ի2 
Q11 How difficult would you say it 
is on average to convert a course 
from face-to-face format to online 
format? 
Between Groups 1.01 3 0.34 0.61 0.61 0.02 
Within Groups 63.63 115 0.55    
Total 64.64 118     
Brown-Forsythe 
Between Groups  3  0.86 0.46  
Within Groups  92.34     
Q51 How would you rate your 
face-to-face to online course 
transition process experience? 
Between Groups 2.65 3 0.88 0.72 0.54 0.02 
Within Groups 133.03 108 1.23    
Total 135.68 111     
Note.  *Significance level = .05.   
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Another independent samples t test was run to determine if there were 
differences in how faculty members rated the transition process from F2F to online 
courses.  There was a statistically significant difference between males and females, 
with males feeling less comfortable (M = 2.44) compared to females (M = 2.87), t(110) 
= 2.00, p = 0.05.  Effect Size (Cohen’s d = 0.38) is considered medium. 
Findings for Research Question 2 
What teaching method changes did the USF faculty report in their online courses, 
following the process of transitioning courses from F2F to online instruction?  
General perceptions of faculty members on teaching methods.  In Table 19, 
69% of the respondents selected discussion boards as the leading tool that they used in 
the online environment, but not in their F2F courses, followed by videos or movies 
(59%), online gradebook (53%), assessments (40%), plagiarism tools (40%), 
PowerPoint presentations (38%), interactive online materials (35%), live chat (27%), 
web conferencing programs (21%), Wikis (21%), digital drop box (19%), Online office 
suite (17%), virtual classroom (12%), podcasting (10%), Doodle (7%), and 18% 
selected Other.  The Other tools included, Camtasia, and Canvas.  When asked about 
the tools that participants were not currently using, and would like to implement them in 
their online courses, 36% of respondents would like to implement new tools as they 
develop, followed by interactive online materials (22%), podcasting (21%), virtual 
classroom (20%), web conferencing programs (20%), live chat (19%), Wikis (13%),  
plagiarism tools (7%), Doodle (7%), digital drop box, box (6%), videos or movies (5%), 
assessments (3%), while 12% would not consider implementing any additional tools and 
7% selected Other.  The Other tools included Trello and WebEX.
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Note.  aCI = Confidence interval, Low = Lower, Up = Upper.  *Significance level = .05.  
 
 
Table 18:  
Independent Samples T-test Results for Research Question 1 by Gender 
 
   Levene's Test  t test for Equality of Means Effect 95% CIa  
Question  F p
 
t df p M  d low up 
 Means            
 Gender n M SD           
Q11 How difficult would you say it is on average to 
convert a course from face-to-face format to online 
format? 
2.61 0.11 1.30 117 0.20 0.18 0.24 -0.09 0.45 
 
Male 47 2.28 0.83 
          
 
Female 72 2.10 0.67 
          
               
Q51 How would you rate your face-to-face to online 
course transition process experience? 
0.15 0.70 -2.00 110 0.05* -0.42 0.38 -0.84 0.00 
 
Male 45 2.44 1.12 
          
 
Female 67 2.87 1.07 
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Nominal Items Frequencies for Research Question 2 
 
Table 19: Nominal Items Frequencies for Research Question 2 
Table 19 (continued) 
 
 
 
Question Frequencies 95% CIa 
 Option n % 
Low 
% 
Up 
% 
Q12.  What tools are you currently using in the online environment, that you did not use in the face-to-
face instruction? 
 
Digital Drop box, Box 23 19 12 26 
Online Grade Book 64 53 44 62 
Live Chat 33 27 19 35 
Discussion Board 84 69 61 78 
Video or Movies 71 59 50 67 
Podcasting 12 10 5 15 
PowerPoint Presentations 46 38 29 47 
Assessments 48 40 31 48 
Virtual Classroom 14 12 6 17 
Plagiarism Tools 49 40 32 49 
Wikis 25 21 13 28 
Other 22 18 11 25 
Online Office Suite (Google Docs, Office 365) 21 17 11 24 
Doodle 8 7 2 11 
Web conferencing program 26 21 14 29 
Interactive online materials 42 35 26 43 
Q13.  Of the tool(s) that you are NOT currently using, what would you consider implementing in the 
future in your online courses? 
 
I would not consider implementing any additional tools 14 12 6 17 
Digital Drop box, Box. 7 6 2 10 
 Online Grade Book 1 1 0 2 
Live Chat 23 19 12 26 
 Discussion Board 3 2 0 5 
Video or Movies 6 5 1 9 
 Podcasting 26 21 14 29 
PowerPoint Presentations 2 2 0 4 
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Table 19 (continued) 
 
 
 
Question Frequencies 95% CIa 
 Option n % 
Low 
% 
Up 
% 
Q13.  Of the tool(s) that you are NOT currently using, what would you consider implementing in the 
future in your online courses? continued  
 Assessments 4 3 0 6 
Virtual Classroom 24 20 13 27 
 Plagiarism Tools 8 7 2 11 
Wikis 16 13 7 19 
 I would consider implementing other additional tools as they are 
developed 
44 36 28 45 
 Online Office Suite (Google Docs, Office 365) 9 7 3 12 
Doodle 8 7 2 11 
 Web conferencing programs 24 20 13 27 
Interactive online materials 27 22 15 30 
Q42 How do you require your students to do their assignments? 
 
All assignments are given face-to-face 0 0 0 0 
All assignments are given online 95 79 71 86 
All assignments are online, and some are face-to-face 16 13 7 19 
Q46 Think about the ways you present materials to students.  What has changed, if anything, from 
your face-to-face to online instruction? 
 
The ways of communicating with students change with online 
courses 
90 74 67 82 
It takes longer to present materials online rather than face-to-face 39 32 24 41 
Copyright and ADA policies must be adhered to for online 
regulations 
47 39 30 48 
It is easier to address individual needs in online instruction 21 17 11 24 
Q47 Think about the ways you provide feedback to students.  What has changed, if anything, from 
your face-to-face to online instruction? 
 
No change happened in the ways of providing feedback to 
students in online instruction 
21 17 11 24 
More feedback is given in online instruction 52 43 34 52 
More written comments are given in online instruction 66 55 46 63 
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Table 19 (continued) 
 
 
 
Question Frequencies 95% CIa 
 Option n % 
Low 
% 
Up 
% 
Q48 Think about the diverse talents and ways of learning.  What has changed, if anything from your 
face-to-face to online instruction? 
 
No change occurred regarding the diversity of talents and ways 
of learning 
30 25 17 32 
Need to use more creative assessments 50 41 33 50 
Need to pay attention to student learning styles 39 32 24 41 
Q49 Think about interaction (student-instructor, student-student, student-content).  What has changed, 
if anything, from your face-to-face to online instruction? 
 
More self-direction in online instruction 70 58 49 67 
More freedom, greater accessibility, affordability, convenience, 51 42 33 51 
Reduced interaction and the ability of students asking questions 49 40 32 49 
Enhanced interaction as all students participate 22 18 11 25 
The instructor must think harder about communication in online 
instruction  
60 50 41 58 
Q50 Think about active learning (engaging students in activities, analysis, synthesis, and evaluation of 
class content).  What has changed, if anything, from your face-to-face to online instruction? 
 
No changes took place in active learning in online instruction 24 20 13 27 
Creating opportunities for engagement in online instruction  68 56 47 65 
Note.  aCI = Confidence interval, Low = Lower, Up = Upper. 
 
When participants were asked how they required their students to do their 
assignments (Q42), 79% responded that all assignments were given online, 13% 
responded that assignments were online/some were face-to-face, and 6% selected 
Other.  The Other reasons included a mix of both online and F2F assignments (which 
was actually the third possible response). 
 Considering the ways faculty present materials to their students that changed 
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from their face-to-face to online instruction (Q46), 74% responded that the ways of 
communicating with students were the main thing that had changed from their face-to-
face to online instruction, followed by adhering to copyright and ADA policies for online 
regulations (39%), while 32% found that it takes longer to present materials online 
rather than face-to-face, and 17% found it easier to address individual needs in online 
instruction.  However, 20% selected Other.  The Other responses included the 
importance of creating a community of learners, lack of personal relationships with 
students, creating clearer and more organized modules, and recognizing that extra time 
was needed for developing the materials. 
In addition, faculty reported that their feedback had changed from face-to-face to 
online instruction (Q47) as follows, 55% of faculty provide more written comments to 
students, as well as 43% provide more feedback, and 17% responded that no change 
happened in the ways of providing feedback to students in online instruction, whereas 
21% selected Other.  Most of the Other on-task comments were related to less 
individual feedback—in some cases because it was harder to return the corrected 
feedback.  
When the participants were asked about what they changed from their face-to-
face to online instruction to address the students’ diverse talents and ways of learning 
(Q48), 41% responded that they needed to use more creative assessments, in addition 
32% responded that they need to pay attention to students learning styles, where 30% 
responded that no change occurred regarding the diversity of talents and ways of 
learning, and 14% responded to Other.  Most of the Other responses centered around 
the need to meet the diversity of students’ learning preferences especially that not all 
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students do well on online instruction, which included variety of the presentation 
materials (e.g., so auditory learners were not at a disadvantage). 
The participants responded that the interaction (Q49) (student-instructor, student-
student, student-content) had changed from their face-to-face to online instruction, 58% 
stated that students had to be more self-directed in online instruction, 50% stated that 
the instructor had to think harder about communication in online instruction (to ensure 
students were not hiding behind their computers and to ensure communications were 
not misunderstood), 42% indicated that there was more freedom, greater accessibility, 
affordability, and convenience in online instruction, 40% thought that online instruction 
reduced interaction and the ability of students to ask questions, 18% found online 
instruction enhanced interaction as all students could participate, and 8% selected 
Other.  The Other responses were quite varied.  Some participants said interaction was 
better F2F and some said quite students participate more online.  However, many 
agreed that students to student interaction was less. 
More than half the participants 56% indicated that active learning (Q50) 
(engaging students in activities, analysis, synthesis, and evaluation of class content) 
had changed from their face-to-face to online instruction by creating opportunities for 
engagement in online instruction (group discussion), whereas 20% found that no 
changes took place in active learning in online instruction, and 17% selected Other.  
The Other responses included the difficulty of creating active learning due to the lack of 
student engagement and interaction in the online environment.  Many felt there was a 
reduction in active learning online.  
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Differences in responses based on demographics.  Are there differences in 
responses based on gender, faculty position, years teaching in higher education 
institutions, and total number of courses taught whether fully online or blended?  
Cross table for RQ2 with experience.  Chi-square tests of independence were 
conducted between each option of the nominal questions answering RQ2 and years of 
experience variable.  See Table 20 for the chi-square results by years of experience.   
There was a statistically significant association between requiring students to 
submit all their assignments online (Q42) and the different categories of years of 
experience, χ2 (2, N = 121) = 6.44, p = 0.04.  The effect size reported by Φ = 0.23 was 
small.  A post hoc analysis indicated that the first category (1-5 years) was less likely to 
give all assignments online.  Also, there was a linear association between experience 
and tendency to give all assignments online as indicated by Mantel-Haenszel test for 
trend.  There were statistically significant associations between perceiving that the ways 
of communicating with students changed for online courses (Q46) and the different 
categories of years of experience, χ2 (2, N = 121) = 12.36, p = 0.00.  The effect size 
reported by Φ = 0.32 was medium.  
A post hoc analysis indicated that the first category (1-5 years) was less likely to 
think that communicating with students changes when teaching online.  Also, there was 
a linear association between experience and perceiving that communication with 
students change online as indicated by Mantel-Haenszel test for trend.  
Cross table for RQ2 with gender.  Chi-square tests of independence were 
conducted between each option of the nominal questions than answers RQ2 by gender 
of respondents.  The findings are summarized in Table 21. 
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There were statistically significant associations between using a virtual 
classroom tool in future online courses (Q13) and gender χ2 (1, N = 121) = 6.20, p = 
0.01.  The effect size reported by Φ = -0.23, which is considered small.  Of the 
respondents, 27% of female faculty members had more tendency to implement virtual 
classroom than males 9%.  There were statistically significant associations between the 
ways of communicating with students within the online courses (Q46) and gender χ2 (1, 
N = 121) = 4.64, p = 0.03.  The effect size reported by Φ = 0.20, which is considered 
small.  Of the respondents, 85% of male faculty members thought the communication 
with students in online courses changed from F2F compared to 68% of females.  
There were statistically significant associations between presenting materials 
online compared to face-to-face (Q46) and gender χ2 (1, N = 121) = 4.22, p = 0.04. The 
effect size reported by Φ = -0.19, which is considered small.  Of the respondents, 39% 
of female faculty members thought it took longer to present materials online rather than 
F2F compared to 21% of males. There were statistically significant associations 
between faculty opinions on whether there were any change in online courses in 
regards to diverse talents and ways of learning (Q48) and gender χ2 (1, N = 121) = 5.33, 
p = 0.02.  The effect size reported by Φ = 0.21, which is considered small.  Of the 
respondents 36% of male faculty members thought that there was no change in online 
courses, regarding the diversity of talents and ways of learning in online courses 
compared to 18% of females.  There were statistically significant associations between 
the ways of interaction (student-instructor, student-student, student-content) in online 
courses, and whether a faculty member must think harder about communication in 
online instruction (Q49), and gender χ2 (1, N = 121) = 3.92, p = 0.05.  The effect size 
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reported by Φ = -0.18, which is considered small.  Of the respondents, 57% of female 
faculty members thought that the instructor had to think harder about communication on 
online instruction compared to 38% of males.  
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      Chi-square Test Results for Research Question 2 by Years of Experience 
 
 
Taught Fully online 
 
Table 20: Chi-square Test Results for Research Question 2 by Years of Experience 
Table 20 (continued) 
 
 
 
   Years of Experience     
Question  0-5 6-11 ≥12 Chi Squares Effect  
Option Choice n % n % n % χ2 p
*
 df Φ 
Q12. What tools are you currently using in the online environment, that you did not use in the face-to-face instruction? 
 
Digital Drop box.   Yes 3 25 5 19 15 18 0.33 0.85 2 0.05 
 No 9 75 21 81 68 82 
  
  
 Online Grade Book Yes 8 67 13 50 43 52 1.04 0.59 2 0.09 
 No 4 33 13 50 40 48 
  
  
 Live Chat Yes 3 25 10 38 20 24 2.09 0.35 2 0.13 
 No 9 75 16 62 63 76 
  
  
 Discussion Board Yes 8 67 20 77 56 67 0.88 0.64 2 0.09 
 No 4 33 6 23 27 33 
  
  
 Video or Movies Yes 8 67 16 62 47 57 0.55 0.76 2 0.07 
 No 4 33 10 38 36 43 
  
  
 Podcasting Yes 1 8 2 8 9 11 0.26 0.88 2 0.05 
 No 11 92 24 92 74 89 
  
  
 PowerPoint Presentations Yes 5 42 11 42 30 36 0.39 0.82 2 0.06 
 No 7 58 15 58 53 64 
  
  
 Assessments Yes 5 42 10 38 33 40 0.04 0.98 2 0.02 
 No 7 58 16 62 50 60 
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Table 20 (continued) 
 
 
 
   Years of Experience     
Question  0-5 6-11 ≥12 Chi Squares Effect  
Option Choice n % n % n % χ2 p
*
 df Φ 
Q12. What tools are you currently using in the online environment, that you did not use in the face-to-face instruction? continued  
 
Virtual Classroom Yes 3 25 5 19 6 7 5.14 0.08 2 0.21 
No 9 75 21 81 77 93 
  
  
 
Plagiarism Tools Yes 6 50 9 35 34 41 0.83 0.66 2 0.08 
No 6 50 17 65 49 59 
  
  
 
Wikis Yes 3 25 7 27 15 18 1.10 0.58 2 0.10 
No 9 75 19 73 68 82 
  
  
 
Online Office Suite Yes 2 17 6 23 13 16 0.76 0.68 2 0.08 
No 10 83 20 77 70 84 
  
  
 
Doodle Yes 1 8 4 15 3 4 4.51 0.11 2 0.19 
No 11 92 22 85 80 96 
  
  
 
Web conferencing program Yes 4 33 8 31 14 17 3.38 0.18 2 0.17 
No 8 67 18 69 69 83 
  
  
 
Interactive online materials Yes 6 50 9 35 27 33 1.41 0.49 2 0.11 
No 6 50 17 65 56 67 
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Table 20 (continued) 
 
 
 
   Years of Experience     
Question  0-5 6-11 ≥12 Chi Squares Effect  
Option Choice n % n % n % χ2 p
*
 df Φ 
Q13. Of the tool(s) that you are NOT currently using, what would you consider implementing in the future in your online courses? 
 
I would not consider implementing any 
additional tools 
Yes 3 25 3 12 8 10 2.42 0.30 2.2 0.14 
No 9 75 23 88 75 90 
   
 
 
Digital Drop box, Box. Yes 1 8 1 4 5 6 0.33 0.85 2 0.05 
No 11 92 25 96 78 94 
  
  
 
Online Grade Book Yes 0 0 0 0 1 1 0.46 0.79 2 0.06 
No 12 100 26 100 82 99 
  
  
 
Live Chat Yes 2 17 3 12 18 22 1.37 0.50 2 0.11 
No 10 83 23 88 65 78 
  
  
 
Discussion Board Yes 0 0 0 0 3 4 1.41 0.49 2 0.11 
No 12 100 26 100 80 96 
  
  
 
Video or Movies Yes 1 8 0 0 5 6 1.85 0.40 2 0.12 
No 11 92 26 100 78 94 
  
  
 
Podcasting Yes 2 17 6 23 18 22 0.21 0.90 2 0.04 
No 10 83 20 77 65 78 
  
  
 
PowerPoint Presentations Yes 0 0 0 0 2 2 0.93 0.63 2 0.09 
No 12 100 26 100 81 98 
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Table 20 (continued) 
 
 
 
   Years of Experience     
Question  0-5 6-11 ≥12 Chi Squares Effect  
Option Choice n % n % n % χ2 p
*
 df Φ 
Q13. Of the tool(s) that you are NOT currently using, what would you consider implementing in the future in your online courses? continued 
 Assessments Yes 1 8 0 0 3 4 1.86 0.39 2 0.12 
 No 11 92 26 100 80 96 
  
  
 
Virtual Classroom Yes 3 25 4 15 17 20 0.55 0.76 2 0.07 
No 9 75 22 85 66 80 
  
  
 
Plagiarism Tools Yes 0 0 1 4 7 8 1.62 0.45 2 0.12 
No 12 100 25 96 76 92 
  
  
 
Wikis Yes 1 8 4 15 11 13 0.36 0.84 2 0.05 
No 11 92 22 85 72 87 
  
  
 
I would consider implementing other 
additional tools as they are developed 
Yes 5 42 13 50 26 31 3.15 0.21 2 0.16 
No 7 58 13 50 57 69 
  
  
 
Online Office Suite (Google Docs, 
Office 365) 
Yes 1 8 3 12 5 6 0.89 0.64 2 0.09 
No 11 92 23 88 78 94 
  
  
 
Doodle Yes 0 0 2 8 6 7 0.95 0.62 2 0.09 
No 12 100 24 92 77 93 
  
  
 
Web conferencing programs Yes 3 25 5 19 16 19 0.22 0.89 2 0.04 
No 9 75 21 81 67 81 
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Table 20 (continued) 
 
 
 
   Years of Experience     
Question  0-5 6-11 ≥12 Chi Squares Effect  
Option Choice n % n % n % χ2 p
*
 df Φ 
Q13. Of the tool(s) that you are NOT currently using, what would you consider implementing in the future in your online courses? continued 
 
Interactive online materials Yes 2 17 5 19 20 24 0.52 0.77 2 0.07 
No 10 83 21 81 63 76 
  
  
Q42. How do you require your students to do their assignments? 
 
All assignments are given face-to-face Yes 0 0 0 0 0 0 . <.001 2  
No 12 100 26 100 83 100 
  
  
All assignments are given online Yes 6 50 21 81 68 82 6.44 0.04 2 0.23 
No 6 50 5 19 15 18 
  
  
All assignments are online, and some 
are face-to-face 
Yes 2 17 6 23 8 10 3.25 0.20 2 0.16 
No 10 83 20 77 75 90 
  
  
Q46. Think about the ways you present materials to students. What has changed, if anything, from your face-to-face to online instruction? 
 
The ways of communicating with 
students change with online courses 
Yes 4 33 22 85 64 77 12.36 <.001 2 0.32 
 No 8 67 4 15 19 23 
  
  
 It takes longer to present materials 
online rather than face-to-face 
Yes 3 25 10 38 26 31 0.78 0.68 2 0.08 
 No 9 75 16 62 57 69 
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Table 20 (continued) 
 
 
 
   Years of Experience     
Question  0-5 6-11 ≥12 Chi Squares Effect  
Option Choice n % n % n % χ2 p
*
 df Φ 
Q46. Think about the ways you present materials to students. What has changed, if anything, from your face-to-face to online instruction? 
Continued. 
 Copyright and ADA policies must be 
adhered to for online regulations 
Yes 5 42 12 46 30 36 0.88 0.64 2 0.09 
 No 7 58 14 54 53 64 
  
  
 It is easier to address individual needs 
in online instruction 
Yes 3 25 3 12 15 18 1.13 0.57 2 0.10 
 No 9 75 23 88 68 82 
  
  
Q47. Think about the ways you provide feedback to students. What has changed, if anything, from your face-to-face to online instruction? 
 
No change happened in the ways of 
providing feedback to students in 
online instruction 
Yes 2 17 5 19 14 17 0.08 0.96 2 0.03 
No 10 83 21 81 69 83 
  
  
More feedback is given in online 
instruction 
Yes 3 25 10 38 39 47 2.34 0.31 2 0.14 
No 9 75 16 62 44 53 
  
  
More written comments are given in 
online instruction 
Yes 5 42 12 46 49 59 2.22 0.33 2 0.14 
No 7 58 14 54 34 41 
  
  
Q48. Think about the diverse talents and ways of learning. What has changed, if anything, from your face-to-face to online instruction? 
 
No change occurred regarding the 
diversity of talents and ways of 
learning 
Yes 4 33 6 23 20 24 0.53 0.77 2 0.07 
No 8 67 20 77 63 76 
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Table 20 (continued) 
 
 
 
   Years of Experience     
Question  0-5 6-11 ≥12 Chi Squares Effect  
Option Choice n % n % n % χ2 p
*
 df Φ 
Q48. Think about the diverse talents and ways of learning. What has changed, if anything, from your face-to-face to online instruction? (cont.) 
 
Need to use more creative 
assessments 
Yes 5 42 11 42 34 41 0.02 0.99 2 0.01 
No 7 58 15 58 49 59 
  
  
 
Need to pay attention to student 
learning styles 
Yes 2 17 7 27 30 36 2.25 0.32 2 0.14 
No 10 83 19 73 53 64 
  
  
Q49. Think about interaction (student-instructor, student-student, student-content). What has changed, if anything, from your F2F to online 
instruction? 
 
The instructor must think harder about 
communication in online instruction 
Yes 6 50 16 62 38 46 1.97 0.37 2 0.13 
No 6 50 10 38 45 54 
  
  
More self-direction in online instruction Yes 5 42 13 50 52 63 2.73 0.26 2 0.15 
No 7 58 13 50 31 37 
  
  
More freedom, greater accessibility, 
affordability, convenience  
Yes 4 33 13 50 34 41 1.09 0.58 2 0.09 
No 8 67 13 50 49 59 
   
 
Reduced interaction and the ability of 
students asking questions 
Yes 5 42 15 58 29 35 4.26 0.12 2 0.19 
No 7 58 11 42 54 65 
  
  
Enhanced interaction as all students 
participate 
Yes 2 17 2 8 18 22 2.63 0.27 2 0.15 
No 10 83 24 92 65 78 
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Table 20 (continued) 
 
 
 
   Years of Experience     
Question  0-5 6-11 ≥12 Chi Squares Effect  
Option Choice n % n % n % χ2 p
*
 df Φ 
Q50. Think about active learning (engaging students in activities, analysis, synthesis, and evaluation of class content). What has changed, if 
anything, from your face-to-face to online instruction? 
 
No changes took place in active 
learning in online instruction 
Yes 1 8 5 19 18 22 1.18 0.55 2 0.10 
No 11 92 21 81 65 78 
  
  
 
Creating opportunities for engagement 
in online instruction 
Yes 7 58 16 62 45 54 0.46 0.80 2 0.06 
No 5 42 10 38 38 46 
  
  
Note.  *Significance level = .05.  Significant p values are in bold.  
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      Chi-square Test Results for Research Question 2 by Gender 
 
 
 
Taught Fully online 
 
Table 21: Chi-square Test Results for Research Question 2 by Gender 
Table 21 (continued) 
 
 
 
 Gender Statistical Tests  
Question Male Female Chi Square Effect 
 Option Choice n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q12. What tools are you currently using in the online environment, that you did not use in the face-to-face instruction? 
 
Digital Drop box, Box Yes 9 19 14 19 0.00 0.97 1 0.00 
 
No 38 81 60 81 
  
 
 
 
Online Grade Book Yes 23 49 41 55 0.48 0.49 1 0.06 
 
No 24 51 33 45 
  
 
 
 
Live Chat Yes 12 26 21 28 0.12 0.73 1 0.03 
 
No 35 74 53 72 
  
 
 
 
Discussion Board Yes 31 66 53 72 0.43 0.51 1 0.06 
 
No 16 34 21 28 
  
 
 
 
Video or Movies Yes 30 64 41 55 0.84 0.36 1 0.08 
 
No 17 36 33 45 
  
 
 
 
Podcasting Yes 3 6 9 12 1.07 0.30 1 0.09 
 
No 44 94 65 88 
  
 
 
 PowerPoint Presentations 
Yes 19 40 27 36 0.19 0.66 1 0.04 
 
No 28 60 47 64 
  
 
 
 
Assessments Yes 17 36 31 42 0.39 0.53 1 0.06 
 
No 30 64 43 58 
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Table 21 (continued) 
 
 
 
 Gender Statistical Tests  
Question Male Female Chi Square Effect 
 Option Choice n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q12. What tools are you currently using in the online environment, that you did not use in the face-to-face instruction? continued  
 
Virtual Classroom Yes 4 9 10 14 0.70 0.40 1 0.08 
 
No 43 91 64 86 
  
 
 
 
Plagiarism Tools Yes 19 40 30 41 0.00 0.99 1 0.00 
 
No 28 60 44 59 
  
 
 
 
Wikis Yes 6 13 19 26 2.92 0.09 1 0.16 
 
No 41 87 55 74 
  
 
 
 
Online Office Suite (Google Docs, Office 365) Yes 5 11 16 22 2.42 0.12 1 0.14 
 
No 42 89 58 78 
  
 
 
 
Doodle Yes 2 4 6 8 0.69 0.41 1 0.08 
 
No 45 96 68 92 
  
 
 
 
Web conferencing program Yes 10 21 16 22 0.00 0.96 1 0.00 
 
No 37 79 58 78 
  
 
 
 
Interactive online materials Yes 13 28 29 39 1.69 0.19 1 0.12 
 
No 34 72 45 61 
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Table 21 (continued) 
 
 
 
 Gender Statistical Tests  
Question Male Female Chi Square Effect 
 Option Choice n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q13. Of the tool(s) that you are NOT currently using, what would you consider implementing in the future in your online courses? 
 
I would not consider implementing any additional tools Yes 7 50 7 50 0.83 0.36 1 0.08 
 
No 40 37 67 63 
  
 
 
 
Digital Drop box, Box Yes 2 29 5 71 0.33 0.57 1 0.05 
 
No 45 39 69 61 
  
 
 
 
Online Grade Book Yes 0 0 1 100 0.64 0.42 1 0.07 
 
No 47 39 73 61 
  
 
 
 
Live Chat Yes 7 30 16 70 0.85 0.36 1 0.08 
 
No 40 41 58 59 
  
 
 
 
Discussion Board Yes 2 67 1 33 1.00 0.32 1 0.09 
 
No 45 38 73 62 
  
 
 
 
Video or Movies Yes 1 17 5 83 1.31 0.25 1 0.10 
 
No 46 40 69 60 
  
 
 
 
Podcasting Yes 8 31 18 69 0.91 0.34 1 0.09 
 
No 39 41 56 59 
  
 
 
 
PowerPoint Presentations Yes 1 50 1 50 0.11 .074 1 0.03 
 
No 46 39 73 61 
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Table 21 (continued) 
 
 
 
 Gender Statistical Tests  
Question Male Female Chi Square Effect 
 Option Choice n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q13. Of the tool(s) that you are NOT currently using, what would you consider implementing in the future in your online courses? continued 
 
Assessments Yes 1 25 3 75 0.33 0.56 1 0.05 
 
No 46 39 71 61 
  
 
 
 
Virtual Classroom Yes 4 17 20 83 6.20 0.01 1 0.23 
 
No 43 44 54 56 
  
 
 
 
Plagiarism Tools Yes 5 63 3 38 2.02 0.16 1 0.13 
 
No 42 37 71 63 
  
 
 
 
Wikis Yes 4 25 12 75 1.49 0.22 1 0.11 
 
No 43 41 62 59 
  
 
 
 
I would consider implementing other additional tools as 
they are developed 
Yes 15 34 29 66 0.66 0.42 1 0.07 
 
No 32 42 45 58 
  
 
 
 
Online Office Suite (Google Docs, Office 365) Yes 4 44 5 56 0.13 0.72 1 0.03 
 
No 43 38 69 62 
  
 
 
 
Doodle Yes 3 38 5 63 0.01 0.94 1 0.01 
 
No 44 39 69 61 
  
 
 
 
Web conferencing programs Yes 7 29 17 71 1.18 0.28 1 0.10 
 
No 40 41 57 59 
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Table 21 (continued) 
 
 
 
 Gender Statistical Tests  
Question Male Female Chi Square Effect 
 Option Choice n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q13. Of the tool(s) that you are NOT currently using, what would you consider implementing in the future in your online courses? continued 
 
Interactive online materials Yes 8 30 19 70 1.24 0.27 1 0.10 
 
No 39 41 55 59 
  
 
 
Q42. How do you require your students to do their assignments? 
 
All assignments are given face-to-face Yes 0 0 0 0 0.00 <.001 1 0 
 
No 47 39 74 61 
  
 
 
 
All assignments are given online Yes 40 42 55 58 1.98 0.16 1 0.13 
 
No 7 27 19 73 
  
 
 
 
All assignments are online, and some are face-to-face Yes 6 38 10 63 0.01 0.91 1 0.01 
 
No 41 39 64 61 
  
 
 
Q46. Think about the ways you present materials to students. What has changed, if anything, from your face-to-face to online instruction? 
 
The ways of communicating with students change with 
online courses 
Yes 40 44 50 56 4.64 0.03 1 0.20 
 
No 7 23 24 77 
  
 
 
 
It takes longer to present materials online rather than 
face-to-face 
Yes 10 26 29 74 4.22 0.04 1 0.19 
 
No 37 45 45 55 
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Table 21 (continued) 
 
 
 
 Gender Statistical Tests  
Question Male Female Chi Square Effect 
 Option Choice n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q46. Think about the ways you present materials to students. What has changed, if anything, from your face-to-face to online instruction? Cont. 
 
Copyright and ADA policies must be adhered to for online 
regulations 
Yes 16 34 31 66 0.75 0.39 1 0.08 
 
No 31 42 43 58 
  
 
 
 
It is easier to address individual needs in online 
instruction 
Yes 7 33 14 67 0.32 0.57 1 0.05 
 
No 40 40 60 60 
  
 
 
Q47. Think about the ways you provide feedback to students. What has changed, if anything, from your face-to-face to online instruction? 
 
No change happened in the ways of providing feedback 
to students in online instruction 
Yes 12 57 9 43 3.58 0.06 1 0.17 
 
No 35 35 65 65 
  
 
 
 
More feedback is given in online instruction Yes 16 31 36 69 2.50 0.11 1 0.14 
 
No 31 45 38 55 
  
 
 
 
More written comments are given in online instruction Yes 22 33 44 67 1.86 0.17 1 0.12 
 
No 25 45 30 55 
  
 
 
Q48. Think about the diverse talents and ways of learning. What has changed, if anything, from your face-to-face to online instruction? 
 
No change occurred regarding the diversity of talents and 
ways of learning 
Yes 17 57 13 43 5.33 0.02 1 0.21 
 
No 30 33 61 67 
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Table 21 (continued) 
 
 
 
 Gender Statistical Tests  
Question Male Female Chi Square Effect 
 Option Choice n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q48. Think about the diverse talents and ways of learning. What has changed, if anything, from your face-to-face to online instruction? Cont. 
 
Need to use more creative assessments Yes 16 32 34 68 1.68 0.19 1 0.12 
 
No 31 44 40 56 
  
 
 
 
Need to pay attention to student learning styles Yes 11 28 28 72 2.74 0.10 1 0.15 
 
No 36 44 46 56 
  
 
 
Q49. Think about interaction (student-instructor, student-student, student-content). What has changed from your F2F to online instruction? 
 
More self-direction in online instruction Yes 28 40 42 60 0.09 0.76 1 0.03 
 
No 19 37 32 63 
  
 
 
 
More freedom, greater accessibility, affordability, 
convenience  
Yes 24 47 27 53 2.50 0.11 1 0.14 
 
No 23 33 47 67 
  
 
 
 
Reduced interaction and the ability of students asking 
questions 
Yes 17 35 32 65 0.60 0.44 1 0.07 
 
No 30 42 42 58 
  
 
 
 
Enhanced interaction as all students participate Yes 9 41 13 59 0.05 0.83 1 0.02 
 
No 38 38 61 62 
  
 
 
 
The instructor must think harder about communication in 
online instruction  
Yes 18 30 42 70 3.92 0.05 1 0.18 
 
No 29 48 32 52 
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Table 21 (continued) 
 
 
 
 Gender Statistical Tests  
Question Male Female Chi Square Effect 
 Option Choice n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q50. Think about active learning (engaging students in activities, analysis, synthesis, and evaluation of class content). What has changed, if 
anything, from your face-to-face to online instruction? 
 
No changes took place in active learning in online 
instruction 
Yes 17 71 7 29 12.90 <.001 1 0.33 
 
No 30 31 67 69 
  
 
 
 
Creating opportunities for engagement in online 
instruction  
Yes 21 31 47 69 4.14 0.04 1 0.19 
 
No 26 49 27 51 
  
 
 
Note.  *Significant level = .05.  Significant p values are in bold.   
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There were statistically significant associations between active learning 
(engaging students in activities, analysis, synthesis, and evaluation of class content) in 
online courses (Q50) and gender χ2 (1, N = 121) = 12.90, p  .001.  The effect size 
reported by Φ = 0.33, which is considered medium.  Of the respondents, 36% of male 
faculty members thought that no changes took place in active learning in online 
instruction compared to 9% of females.  
There were statistically significant associations between active learning 
(engaging students in activities, analysis, synthesis, and evaluation of class content) in 
online courses (Q50) and gender χ2 (1, N = 121) = 4.14, p = 0.04.  The effect size 
reported by Φ = -0.19, which is considered small.  Of the respondents, 64% of female 
faculty members thought that active learning creates opportunities for engagement in 
online instruction compared to 45% of males.    
Cross table for RQ2 with faculty rank.  Chi-square tests of independence were 
conducted between each option of the nominal questions than answers RQ2 by the 
faculty rank of respondents.  The findings are summarized in Table 22. 
There was a statistically significant association between starting using plagiarism 
tools in online courses (Q12) that faculty members did not use in face-to-face instruction 
and the faculty rank, χ2 (2, N = 121) = 17.24, p  .001.  The effect size reported by Φ = 
0.38 was large.  Post hoc analysis revealed that assistant professors were less likely to 
use plagiarism tools in their transformation to on-line instruction, while adjunct 
instructors and part-time faculty members were more likely to have used plagiarism 
tools after switching to the on-line environment.  
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There were statistically significant associations between changes in presenting 
materials to students in online courses (Q46) in terms of adhering for copyright and 
ADA policies and regulations and the faculty rank, χ2 (4, N = 121) = 11.53, p = 0.02.  
The effect size reported by Φ = 0.31 was medium.  Post hoc analysis revealed that 
adjunct and part-time faculty members were more likely to have made that change to 
their presentation method.  
Cross table for RQ2 with number of courses fully taught online.  Chi-square 
tests of independence were conducted between each option of the nominal questions 
than answers RQ2 by number of courses fully taught online.  The findings are 
summarized in Table 23. 
There were statistically significant associations between using PowerPoint 
presentations in online courses (Q12) that faculty members did not use in face-to-face 
instruction and the number of courses taught fully online, χ2 (4, N = 121) = 10.25, p = 
0.04.  The effect size reported by Φ = 0.29 was small.  Post-hoc analysis indicates that 
faculty members who taught 11-20 online courses were more likely to use PowerPoint 
presentations.  
There were statistically significant associations between using online office suites 
in online courses (Q12) that faculty members did not use in face-to-face instruction and 
the number of courses taught fully online, χ2 (4, N = 121) = 11.33, p = 0.02.  The effect 
size reported by Φ = 0.31 was medium.  Post hoc analysis indicated that faculty 
members who taught 5 or less courses were less likely to use office suite, while others 
who taught 11-20, and 20 or more were more likely to have used them. 
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      Chi-square Test Results for Research Question 2 by Faculty Rank 
 
 
 
Taught Fully online 
 
e 22:: Chi-square Test Results for Research Question 2 by University Rank 
Table 22 (continued) 
 
 
   
 University Rank Statistical Tests 
Question  Adjunct 
Part Time  
Instructor Assistant 
Professor 
Associate 
Professor  
Full 
Professor 
Chi-square Effect 
 
Option Choice n % n % n % n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q12. What tools are you currently using in the online environment, that you did not use in the face-to-face instruction? 
 
Digital Drop box, Box, Yes 3 27 5 19 4 20 7 23 4 12 2.03 0.73 4 0.13 
 No 8 73 21 81 16 80 23 77 30 88 
  
  
 
Online Grade Book Yes 7 64 14 54 8 40 16 53 19 56 1.98 0.74 4 0.13 
 No 4 36 12 46 12 60 14 47 15 44 
  
  
 
Live Chat Yes 2 18 11 42 7 35 4 13 9 26 6.97 0.14 4 0.24 
 No 9 82 15 58 13 65 26 87 25 74 
  
  
 
Discussion Board Yes 8 73 17 65 16 80 20 67 23 68 1.47 0.83 4 0.11 
 No 3 27 9 35 4 20 10 33 11 32 
  
  
 
Video or Movies Yes 7 64 17 65 12 60 19 63 16 47 2.77 0.60 4 0.15 
 No 4 36 9 35 8 40 11 37 18 53 
  
  
 
Podcasting Yes 1 9 4 15 2 10 2 7 3 9 1.28 0.86 4 0.10 
 No 10 91 22 85 18 90 28 93 31 91 
  
  
 
PowerPoint Presentations Yes 6 55 8 31 6 30 14 47 12 35 3.46 0.48 4 0.17 
 
No 5 45 18 69 14 70 16 53 22 65 
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Table 22 (continued) 
 
 
   
 University Rank Statistical Tests 
Question  Adjunct 
Part Time  
Instructor Assistant 
Professor 
Associate 
Professor  
Full 
Professor 
Chi-square Effect 
 
Option Choice n % n % n % n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q12. What tools are you currently using in the online environment, that you did not use in the face-to-face instruction? continued 
 
Assessments Yes 5 45 13 50 6 30 14 47 10 29 4.20 0.38 4 0.19 
 No 6 55 13 50 14 70 16 53 24 71 
    
 
Virtual Classroom Yes 3 27 1 4 2 10 4 13 4 12 4.31 0.37 4 0.19 
 No 8 73 25 96 18 90 26 87 30 88 
  
  
 
Plagiarism Tools Yes 8 73 14 54 2 10 15 50 10 29 17.24 <.001 4 0.38 
 No 3 27 12 46 18 90 15 50 24 71 
  
  
 
Wikis Yes 2 18 7 27 5 25 6 20 5 15 1.64 0.80 4 0.12 
 No 9 82 19 73 15 75 24 80 29 85 
  
  
 
Online Office Suite (Google 
Docs, Office 365) 
Yes 3 27 3 12 3 15 7 23 5 15 2.36 0.67 4 0.14 
 No 8 73 23 88 17 85 23 77 29 85 
  
  
 
Doodle Yes 1 9 2 8 1 5 2 7 2 6 0.27 0.99 4 0.05 
 No 10 91 24 92 19 95 28 93 32 94 
  
  
 Web conferencing program 
Yes 4 36 7 27 7 35 4 13 4 12 7.15 0.13 4 0.24 
 
No 7 64 19 73 13 65 26 87 30 88 
  
  
 
Interactive online materials Yes 5 45 10 38 5 25 13 43 9 26 3.56 0.47 4 0.17 
 No 6 55 16 62 15 75 17 57 25 74 
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Table 22 (continued) 
 
 
   
 University Rank Statistical Tests 
Question  Adjunct 
Part Time  
Instructor Assistant 
Professor 
Associate 
Professor  
Full 
Professor 
Chi-square Effect 
 
Option Choice n % n % n % n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q13. Of the tool(s) that you are NOT currently using, what would you consider implementing in the future in your online courses? 
 
I would not consider 
implementing any additional 
tools 
Yes 3 27 3 12 2 10 4 13 2 6 3.87 0.42 4 0.18 
No 8 73 23 88 18 90 26 87 32 94 
  
  
 
Digital Drop box, Box. Yes 2 18 0 0 0 0 2 7 3 9 6.55 0.16 4 0.23 
No 9 82 26 100 20 100 28 93 31 91 
  
  
 
Online Grade Book Yes 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 2.58 0.63 4 0.15 
No 11 100 26 100 20 100 30 100 33 97 
  
  
 
Live Chat Yes 2 18 3 12 2 10 9 30 7 21 4.41 0.35 4 0.19 
No 9 82 23 88 18 90 21 70 27 79 
  
  
 
Discussion Board Yes 1 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 6 5.55 0.24 4 0.21 
No 10 91 26 100 20 100 30 100 32 94 
  
  
 
Video or Movies Yes 2 18 0 0 0 0 1 3 3 9 7.73 0.10 4 0.25 
No 9 82 26 100 20 100 29 97 31 91 
  
  
 
Podcasting Yes 3 27 6 23 1 5 9 30 7 21 4.79 0.31 4 0.20 
No 8 73 20 77 19 95 21 70 27 79 
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Table 22 (continued) 
 
 
   
 University Rank Statistical Tests 
Question  Adjunct 
Part Time  
Instructor Assistant 
Professor 
Associate 
Professor  
Full 
Professor 
Chi-square Effect 
 
Option Choice n % n % n % n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q13. Of the tool(s) that you are NOT currently using, what would you consider implementing in the future in your online courses? continued 
 PowerPoint Presentations Yes 0 0 1 4 0 0 1 3 0 0 2.38 0.67 4 0.14 
No 11 100 25 96 20 100 29 97 34 100 
  
  
 
Assessments Yes 1 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 9 6.99 0.14 4 0.24 
No 10 91 26 100 20 100 30 100 31 91 
  
  
 
Virtual Classroom Yes 2 18 8 31 2 10 8 27 4 12 5.46 0.24 4 0.21 
No 9 82 18 69 18 90 22 73 30 88 
  
  
 
Plagiarism Tools Yes 1 9 2 8 1 5 2 7 2 6 0.27 0.99 4 0.05 
No 10 91 24 92 19 95 28 93 32 94 
  
  
 
Wikis Yes 1 9 6 23 2 10 2 7 5 15 3.73 0.44 4 0.18 
No 10 91 20 77 18 90 28 93 29 85 
  
  
 
I would consider 
implementing other 
additional tools as they are 
developed 
Yes 6 55 10 38 7 35 12 40 9 26 3.25 0.52 4 0.16 
No 5 45 16 62 13 65 18 60 25 74 
  
  
 
Online Office Suite (Google 
Docs, Office 365) 
Yes 1 9 2 8 2 10 2 7 2 6 0.38 0.98 4 0.06 
No 10 91 24 92 18 90 28 93 32 94 
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Table 22 (continued) 
 
 
   
 University Rank Statistical Tests 
Question  Adjunct 
Part Time  
Instructor Assistant 
Professor 
Associate 
Professor  
Full 
Professor 
Chi-square Effect 
 
Option Choice n % n % n % n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q13. Of the tool(s) that you are NOT currently using, what would you consider implementing in the future in your online courses? continued  
 
Doodle Yes 0 0 4 15 1 5 3 10 0 0 7.07 0.13 4 0.24 
No 11 100 22 85 19 95 27 90 34 100 
  
  
 
Web conferencing programs Yes 2 18 8 31 2 10 7 23 5 15 3.98 0.41 4 0.18 
No 9 82 18 69 18 90 23 77 29 85 
  
  
 Interactive online materials Yes 4 36 9 35 3 15 7 23 4 12 6.34 0.18 4 0.23 
No 7 64 17 65 17 85 23 77 30 88 
    
Q42. How do you require your students to do their assignments? 
 
All assignments are given 
face-to-face 
Yes 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 . <.001 4 0 
 No 11 100 26 100 20 100 30 100 34 100 
  
  
 
All assignments are given 
online 
Yes 7 64 24 92 13 65 26 87 25 74 8.22 0.08 4 0.26 
 No 4 36 2 8 7 35 4 13 9 26 
  
  
 
All assignments are online, 
and some are face-to-face 
Yes 2 18 1 4 5 25 3 10 5 15 4.98 0.29 4 0.20 
 No 9 82 25 96 15 75 27 90 29 85 
  
  
 
The ways of communicating 
with students change with 
online courses 
Yes 8 73 21 81 14 70 25 83 22 65 3.71 0.45 4 0.18 
No 3 27 5 19 6 30 5 17 12 35 
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Table 22 (continued) 
 
 
   
 University Rank Statistical Tests 
Question  Adjunct 
Part Time  
Instructor Assistant 
Professor 
Associate 
Professor  
Full 
Professor 
Chi-square Effect 
 
Option Choice n % n % n % n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q46. Think about the ways you present materials to students. What has changed, if anything, from your face-to-face to online instruction? 
 
It takes longer to present 
materials online rather than 
face-to-face 
Yes 4 36 8 31 8 40 12 40 7 21 3.60 0.46 4 0.17 
No 7 64 18 69 12 60 18 60 27 79 
  
  
 
Copyright and ADA policies 
must be adhered to for 
online regulations 
Yes 8 73 6 23 11 55 12 40 10 29 11.53 0.02 4 0.31 
No 3 27 20 77 9 45 18 60 24 71 
  
  
 
It is easier to address 
individual needs in online 
instruction 
Yes 2 18 4 15 3 15 7 23 5 15 1.07 0.90 4 0.09 
No 9 82 22 85 17 85 23 77 29 85 
  
  
Q47. Think about the ways you provide feedback to students. What has changed, if anything, from your face-to-face to online instruction? 
 
No change happened in the 
ways of providing feedback 
to students in online 
instruction 
Yes 3 27 4 15 4 20 8 27 2 6 5.86 0.21 4 0.22 
 
No 8 73 22 85 16 80 22 73 32 94 
  
  
 
More feedback is given in 
online instruction 
Yes 4 36 9 35 7 35 14 47 18 53 3.00 0.56 4 0.16 
 No 7 64 17 65 13 65 16 53 16 47 
  
  
 
More written comments are 
given in online instruction 
Yes 4 36 17 65 8 40 16 53 21 62 5.14 0.27 4 0.21 
 
No 7 64 9 35 12 60 14 47 13 38 
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Table 22 (continued) 
 
 
   
 University Rank Statistical Tests 
Question  Adjunct 
Part Time  
Instructor Assistant 
Professor 
Associate 
Professor  
Full 
Professor 
Chi-square Effect 
 
Option Choice n % n % n % n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q48. Think about the diverse talents and ways of learning. What has changed, if anything, from your face-to-face to online instruction? 
 
No change occurred 
regarding the diversity of 
talents and ways of learning 
Yes 4 36 8 31 3 15 9 30 6 18 3.68 0.45 4 0.17 
No 7 64 18 69 17 85 21 70 28 82 
  
  
Need to use more creative 
assessments 
Yes 2 18 12 46 8 40 15 50 13 38 3.76 0.44 4 0.18 
No 9 82 14 54 12 60 15 50 21 62 
  
  
Need to pay attention to 
student learning styles 
Yes 4 36 6 23 5 25 8 27 16 47 5.41 0.25 4 0.21 
No 7 64 20 77 15 75 22 73 18 53 
  
  
Q49. Think about interaction (student-instructor, student-student, student-content). What has changed, if anything, from your face-to-face to 
online instruction? 
 
More self-direction in online 
instruction 
Yes 6 55 19 73 9 45 16 53 20 59 4.14 0.39 4 0.18 
No 5 45 7 27 11 55 14 47 14 41 
  
  
 
More freedom, greater 
accessibility, affordability, 
convenience.  
Yes 7 64 8 31 7 35 15 50 14 41 4.65 0.32 4 0.20 
No 4 36 18 69 13 65 15 50 20 59 
  
  
 
Reduced interaction and the 
ability of students asking 
questions 
Yes 4 36 13 50 10 50 14 47 8 24 6.34 0.18 4 0.23 
No 7 64 13 50 10 50 16 53 26 76 
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Table 22 (continued) 
 
 
   
 University Rank Statistical Tests 
Question  Adjunct 
Part Time  
Instructor Assistant 
Professor 
Associate 
Professor  
Full 
Professor 
Chi-square Effect 
 
Option Choice n % n % n % n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q49. Think about interaction (student-instructor, student-student, student-content). What has changed, if anything, from your face-to-face to 
online instruction? continued 
 
Enhanced interaction as all 
students participate 
Yes 1 9 2 8 2 10 9 30 8 24 6.90 0.14 4 0.24 
No 10 91 24 92 18 90 21 70 26 76 
  
  
 
The instructor must think 
harder about communication 
in online instruction  
Yes 7 64 15 58 11 55 13 43 14 41 3.22 0.52 4 0.16 
No 4 36 11 42 9 45 17 57 20 59 
    
Q50. Think about active learning (engaging students in activities, analysis, synthesis, and evaluation of class content). What has changed, if 
anything, from your face-to-face to online instruction? 
 
No changes took place in 
active learning in online 
instruction 
Yes 3 27 7 27 2 10 6 20 6 18 2.52 0.64 4 0.14 
No 8 73 19 73 18 90 24 80 28 82 
  
  
Creating opportunities for 
engagement in online 
instruction  
Yes 7 64 15 58 13 65 13 43 20 59 3.01 0.56 4 0.16 
No 4 36 11 42 7 35 17 57 14 41 
  
  
Note.  *Significant level = .05.  Significant p values are in bold.  
148 
There were statistically significant associations between the ease of addressing 
individual needs in online instruction (Q46) compared to face-to-face and the number of 
courses taught fully online, χ2 (4, N = 121) = 21.10, p = 0.00.  The effect size reported 
by Φ = 0.42 was medium.  Post hoc analysis revealed that faculty members who taught 
21 or more courses were more likely to perceive that online instruction makes it easier 
to address individual needs, while faculty members who taught less than 5 courses 
were less likely to agree.  Also, there was a linear association between perceiving that it 
is easier to address students’ needs online and number of courses fully taught online as 
indicated by Mantel-Haenszel test for trend.  
There were statistically significant associations between providing more feedback 
in online instruction compared to face-to-face (Q47) and the number of courses taught 
fully online, χ2 (4, N = 121) = 10.55, p = 0.03.  The effect size reported by Φ = 0.30 was 
medium.  Faculty members who taught 21 courses or more were more likely to think 
that online instruction provides more feedback that F2F.  Also, there was a linear 
association between the responses and number of courses taught online. 
There were statistically significant associations between the need to pay more 
attention to student learning styles (Q48) in online instruction compared to face-to-face 
and the number of courses taught fully online, χ2 (4, N = 121) = 15.65, p  .001. 
The effect size reported by Φ = 0.36 was medium.  Post-hoc analysis revealed 
that instructors who taught 5 or less courses were less likely to agree with the need to 
pay more attention to student learning styles, while others who taught 20 courses or 
more were more likely to think that it is needed.  Also, there was a linear association 
between the responses and number of courses taught online. 
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      Chi-square Test Results for Research Question 2 by Number of Courses Taught Fully Online 
 
 
 
 
Taught Fully online 
 
Table 23: Chi-square Test Results for Research Question 2 by Number of Courses Taught Fully Online 
Table 23 (continued)  
 
 
Question  Number of Courses Taught Fully Online Statistical Tests 
   None ≤ 5 6-10 11-20 ≥21 Chi Square Effect 
 Option Choice n % n % n % n % n % χ2 p* df Φ 
Q12. What tools are you currently using in the online environment, that you did not use in the face-to-face instruction? 
 Digital Drop box, Box Yes 1 17 8 14 5 20 2 20 7 32 3.41 0.49 4 0.17 
 No 5 83 50 86 20 80 8 80 15 68 
  
 
 
 Online Grade Book Yes 2 33 27 47 16 64 6 60 13 59 3.64 0.46 4 0.17 
 No 4 67 31 53 9 36 4 40 9 41 
  
 
 
 Live Chat Yes 1 17 17 29 5 20 2 20 8 36 2.31 0.68 4 0.14 
 No 5 83 41 71 20 80 8 80 14 64 
  
 
 
 Discussion Board Yes 4 67 39 67 17 68 7 70 17 77 0.82 0.94 4 0.08 
 No 2 33 19 33 8 32 3 30 5 23 
  
 
 
 Video or Movies Yes 3 50 32 55 14 56 8 80 14 64 2.65 0.62 4 0.15 
 No 3 50 26 45 11 44 2 20 8 36 
  
 
 
 Podcasting Yes 0 0 6 10 4 16 1 10 1 5 2.42 0.66 4 0.14 
 No 6 100 52 90 21 84 9 90 21 95 
  
 
 
 PowerPoint Presentations Yes 1 17 18 31 11 44 8 80 8 36 10.25 0.04 4 0.29 
 No 5 83 40 69 14 56 2 20 14 64 
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Table 23 (continued)  
 
 
 
Question  Number of Courses Taught Fully Online Statistical Tests 
   None ≤ 5 6-10 11-20 ≥21 Chi Square Effect 
 Option Choice n % n % n % n % n % χ2 p* df Φ 
Q12. What tools are you currently using in the online environment, that you did not use in the face-to-face instruction? continued 
 Assessments Yes 1 17 20 34 14 56 5 50 8 36 5.31 0.26 4 0.21 
 No 5 83 38 66 11 44 5 50 14 64 
  
 
 
 Virtual Classroom Yes 1 17 6 10 1 4 3 30 3 14 5.05 0.28 4 0.20 
 No 5 83 52 90 24 96 7 70 19 86 
  
 
 
 Plagiarism Tools Yes 2 33 23 40 10 40 5 50 9 41 0.52 0.97 4 0.07 
 No 4 67 35 60 15 60 5 50 13 59 
  
 
 
 Wikis Yes 2 33 7 12 6 24 3 30 7 32 5.57 0.23 4 0.21 
 No 4 67 51 88 19 76 7 70 15 68 
  
 
 
 Online Office Suite (Google Docs, 
Office 365) 
Yes 1 17 4 7 5 20 4 40 7 32 11.33 0.02 4 0.31 
 No 5 83 54 93 20 80 6 60 15 68 
  
 
 
 Doodle Yes 0 0 4 7 1 4 2 20 1 5 3.76 0.44 4 0.18 
 No 6 100 54 93 24 96 8 80 21 95 
  
 
 
 Web conferencing program Yes 0 0 13 22 5 20 3 30 5 23 2.15 0.71 4 0.13 
 No 6 100 45 78 20 80 7 70 17 77 
  
 
 
 Interactive online materials Yes 1 17 16 28 9 36 6 60 10 45 6.12 0.19 4 0.22 
 No 5 83 42 72 16 64 4 40 12 55 
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Table 23 (continued)  
 
 
 
Question  Number of Courses Taught Fully Online Statistical Tests 
   None ≤ 5 6-10 11-20 ≥21 Chi Square Effect 
 Option Choice n % n % n % n % n % χ2 p* df Φ 
Q13. Of the tool(s) that you are NOT currently using, what would you consider implementing in the future in your online courses? 
 I would not consider implementing 
any additional tools 
Yes 0 0 9 16 2 8 1 10 2 9 2.14 0.71 4 0.13 
 No 6 100 49 84 23 92 9 90 20 91 
  
 
 
 Digital Drop box, Box, Yes 1 17 1 2 2 8 1 10 2 9 4.05 0.40 4 0.18 
 No 5 83 57 98 23 92 9 90 20 91 
  
 
 
 Online Grade Book Yes 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.10 0.90 4 0.10 
 No 6 100 57 98 25 100 10 100 22 100 
  
 
 
 Live Chat Yes 1 17 12 21 7 28 1 10 2 9 3.37 0.50 4 0.17 
 No 5 83 46 79 18 72 9 90 20 91 
  
 
 
 Discussion Board Yes 0 0 1 2 1 4 1 10 0 0 3.43 0.49 4 0.17 
 No 6 100 57 98 24 96 9 90 22 100 
  
 
 
 Video or Movies Yes 0 0 4 7 1 4 0 0 1 5 1.35 0.85 4 0.11 
 No 6 100 54 93 24 96 10 100 21 95 
  
 
 
 Podcasting Yes 1 17 7 12 7 28 4 40 7 32 7.18 0.13 4 0.24 
 No 5 83 51 88 18 72 6 60 15 68 
  
 
 
 PowerPoint Presentations Yes 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 1 5 1.82 0.77 4 0.12 
 No 6 100 57 98 25 100 10 100 21 95 
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Table 23 (continued)  
 
 
 
Question  Number of Courses Taught Fully Online Statistical Tests 
   None ≤ 5 6-10 11-20 ≥21 Chi Square Effect 
 Option Choice n % n % n % n % n % χ2 p* df Φ 
Q13. Of the tool(s) that you are NOT currently using, what would you consider implementing in the future in your online courses? continued  
 Assessments Yes 0 0 3 5 1 4 0 0 0 0 1.97 0.74 4 0.13 
 No 6 100 55 95 24 96 10 100 22 100 
  
 
 
 Virtual Classroom Yes 1 17 11 19 8 32 1 10 3 14 3.53 0.47 4 0.17 
 No 5 83 47 81 17 68 9 90 19 86 
  
 
 
 Plagiarism Tools Yes 0 0 4 7 0 0 1 10 3 14 4.15 0.39 4 0.19 
 No 6 100 54 93 25 100 9 90 19 86 
  
 
 
 Wikis Yes 1 17 6 10 3 12 2 20 4 18 1.39 0.85 4 0.11 
 No 5 83 52 90 22 88 8 80 18 82 
  
 
 
 I would consider implementing 
other additional tools  
Yes 2 33 18 31 7 28 6 60 11 50 5.67 0.22 4 0.22 
 No 4 67 40 69 18 72 4 40 11 50 
  
 
 
 Online Office Suite (Google Docs, 
Office 365) 
Yes 0 0 5 9 2 8 0 0 2 9 1.50 0.83 4 0.11 
 No 6 100 53 91 23 92 10 100 20 91 
  
 
 
 Doodle Yes 0 0 2 3 3 12 0 0 3 14 5.01 0.29 4 0.20 
 No 6 100 56 97 22 88 10 100 19 86 
  
 
 
 Web conferencing programs Yes 2 33 11 19 6 24 0 0 5 23 3.58 0.47 4 0.17 
 No 4 67 47 81 19 76 10 100 17 77 
  
 
 
 Interactive online materials Yes 2 33 13 22 5 20 2 20 5 23 0.53 0.97 4 0.07 
 No 4 67 45 78 20 80 8 80 17 77 
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Table 23 (continued)  
 
 
 
Question  Number of Courses Taught Fully Online Statistical Tests 
   None ≤ 5 6-10 11-20 ≥21 Chi Square Effect 
 Option Choice n % n % n % n % n % χ2 p* df Φ 
Q42. How do you require your students to do their assignments? 
 All assignments are given Face to 
face  
Yes 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 . <.001 4 . 
 No 6 100 58 100 25 100 10 100 22 100 
  
 
 
 All assignments are given online Yes 4 67 43 74 19 76 8 80 21 95 5.01 0.29 4 0.20 
 No 2 33 15 26 6 24 2 20 1 5 
  
 
 
 All assignments are online, and 
some are face-to-face 
Yes 2 33 9 16 4 16 1 10 0 0 5.99 0.20 4 0.22 
 No 4 67 49 84 21 84 9 90 22 100 
  
 
 
Q46. Think about the ways you present materials to students. What has changed, if anything, from your face-to-face to online instruction? 
 The ways of communicating with 
students change with online 
courses 
Yes 4 67 45 78 19 76 7 70 15 68 1.08 0.90 4 0.09 
 
No 2 33 13 22 6 24 3 30 7 32 
  
 
 
 It takes longer to present 
materials online rather than face-
to-face 
Yes 2 33 21 36 6 24 2 20 8 36 2.06 0.73 4 0.13 
 
No 4 67 37 64 19 76 8 80 14 64 
  
 
 
 Copyright and ADA policies must 
be adhered for online regulations 
Yes 4 67 26 45 7 28 5 50 5 23 7.00 0.14 4 0.24 
 No 2 33 32 55 18 72 5 50 17 77 
  
 
 
 It is easier to address individual 
needs in online instruction 
Yes 0 0 5 9 4 16 1 10 11 50 21.10 <.001 4 0.42 
 No 6 100 53 91 21 84 9 90 11 50 
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Table 23 (continued)  
 
 
 
Question  Number of Courses Taught Fully Online Statistical Tests 
   None ≤ 5 6-10 11-20 ≥21 Chi Square Effect 
 Option Choice n % n % n % n % n % χ2 p* df Φ 
Q47. Think about the ways you provide feedback to students. What has changed, if anything, from your face-to-face to online instruction? 
 No change happened in the ways 
of providing feedback to students  
Yes 1 17 13 22 3 12 2 20 2 9 2.63 0.62 4 0.15 
 No 5 83 45 78 22 88 8 80 20 91 
  
 
 
 More feedback is given  Yes 3 50 20 34 10 40 3 30 16 73 10.55 0.03 4 0.30 
 No 3 50 38 66 15 60 7 70 6 27 
  
 
 
 More written comments are given 
in online instruction 
Yes 3 50 29 50 13 52 5 50 16 73 3.62 0.46 4 0.17 
 No 3 50 29 50 12 48 5 50 6 27 
  
 
 
Q48. Think about the diverse talents and ways of learning. What has changed, if anything, from your face-to-face to online instruction? 
 No change occurred regarding the 
diversity of talents  
Yes 3 50 12 21 8 32 2 20 5 23 3.44 0.49 4 0.17 
 No 3 50 46 79 17 68 8 80 17 77 
  
 
 
 Need to use more creative 
assessments 
Yes 2 33 26 45 10 40 4 40 8 36 0.70 0.95 4 0.08 
 No 4 67 32 55 15 60 6 60 14 64 
  
 
 
 Need to pay attention to student 
learning styles 
Yes 2 33 13 22 5 20 5 50 14 64 15.65 <.001 4 0.36 
 No 4 67 45 78 20 80 5 50 8 36 
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Table 23 (continued)  
 
 
 
Question  Number of Courses Taught Fully Online Statistical Tests 
   None ≤ 5 6-10 11-20 ≥21 Chi Square Effect 
 Option Choice n % n % n % n % n % χ2 p* df Φ 
Q49. Think about interaction (student-instructor, student-student, student-content). What has changed, if anything, from your face-to-face to 
online instruction? 
 More self-direction in online 
instruction 
Yes 5 83 24 41 16 64 6 60 19 86 15.79 <.001 4 0.36 
 No 1 17 34 59 9 36 4 40 3 14 
  
 
 
 More freedom, greater 
accessibility, affordability, 
Yes 2 33 16 28 12 48 6 60 15 68 13.01 0.01 4 0.33 
 No 4 67 42 72 13 52 4 40 7 32 
  
 
 
 Less interaction and the ability of 
students asking questions 
Yes 3 50 33 57 8 32 2 20 3 14 15.78 <.001 4 0.36 
 No 3 50 25 43 17 68 8 80 19 86 
  
 
 
 Enhanced interaction as all 
students participate 
Yes 0 0 5 9 7 28 1 10 9 41 14.61 0.01 4 0.35 
 No 6 100 53 91 18 72 9 90 13 59 
  
 
 
 The instructor must think harder 
about communication in online 
instruction  
Yes 2 33 32 55 13 52 4 40 9 41 2.45 0.65 4 0.14 
 No 4 67 26 45 12 48 6 60 13 59 
  
 
 
Q50. Think about active learning (engaging students in activities, analysis, synthesis, and evaluation of class content). What has changed, if 
anything, from your face-to-face to online instruction? 
 No changes took place in active 
learning in online instruction 
Yes 1 17 11 19 6 24 3 30 3 14 1.52 0.82 4 0.11 
 No 5 83 47 81 19 76 7 70 19 86 
  
 
 
 Creating opportunities for 
engagement in online instruction  
Yes 4 67 34 59 9 36 5 50 16 73 7.15 0.13 4 0.24 
 No 2 33 24 41 16 64 5 50 6 27 
  
 
 
Note.  *Significance level = .05.  Significant p values are in bold.    
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There were statistically significant associations between thinking that the 
interaction (student-instructor, student-student, student-content) in online instruction 
changed towards more self-direction (Q49) compared to face-to-face and the number of 
courses taught fully online, χ2 (4, N = 121) = 15.79, p  0.001.  The effect size reported 
by Φ = 0.36 was medium.  Post-hoc analysis revealed that faculty members who taught 
five or less courses were less likely to think that there is more self-direction in the online 
environment, while faculty members who taught 21 or more courses thought that there 
was more self-direction in online instruction.  Also, there was a negative linear 
association between the responses and number of courses taught online. 
There were statistically significant associations between interaction (student-
instructor, student-student, student-content) in online instruction more freedom, thinking 
that online instruction offers greater accessibility, affordability, convenience for students 
(Q49) compared to face-to-face and the number of courses taught fully online, χ2 (4, N = 
121) = 13.01, p = 0.01.  The effect size reported by Φ = 0.33 was medium.  Post hoc 
analysis revealed that instructors who taught 5 or less courses were less likely to think 
that online instruction offers greater accessibility, affordability, convenience for students, 
while faculty members who taught 21 or more courses were more likely to think that.  
Also, there was a positive linear association between the responses and the number of 
courses taught online. 
There were statistically significant associations between thinking that the 
interaction between (student-instructor, student-student, student-content) in online 
instruction reduced interaction and the ability of students asking students is less (Q49) 
compared to face-to-face and the number of courses taught fully online, χ2 (4, N = 121) 
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= 15.78, p  0.001.  The effect size reported by Φ = 0.36 was large.  Post hoc analysis 
revealed that faculty members who taught 5 or less courses were more likely to agree, 
while others who taught 21 or more courses were less likely to agree.  Also, there was a 
positive linear association between the responses and number of courses taught online. 
There were statistically significant associations between faculty members 
perceiving that interaction (student-instructor, student-student, student-content) in online 
instruction is enhanced as all students participate (Q49) compared to face-to-face and 
the number of courses taught fully online, χ2 (4, N = 121) = 14.61, p = 0.01.  The effect 
size reported by Φ = 0.35 was large.  Post hoc analysis revealed that faculty members 
who taught 5 or less courses were less likely to perceive enhanced student 
participation, while faculty members who taught 21 courses or more were more likely to 
think that.  Also, there was a positive linear association between the responses and the 
number of courses taught online. 
Cross table for RQ2 with number of blended courses taught.  Chi-square 
tests of independence were conducted between each option of the nominal questions 
that answers RQ2 by number of blended courses taught.  The findings are summarized 
in Table 24. 
There were statistically significant association between using PowerPoint 
presentations in online courses (Q12) that faculty members did not use in face-to-face 
instruction, and the number of blended courses taught, χ2 (3, N = 121) = 13.41, p  
0.001. The effect size reported by Φ = 0.33 was large.  Post hoc analysis revealed that 
faculty members who did not teach any blended course were less likely to have used 
PowerPoint, while faculty members who taught 6-10 and 11 and more, were more likely 
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to have used PowerPoint.  Also, there was a positive linear association between the 
responses and number of blended courses taught online. 
There were statistically significant association between using plagiarism tools in 
online courses (Q12) that faculty members did not use in face-to-face instruction and 
the number of blended courses taught, χ2 (3, N = 121) = 7.68, p = 0.05.  The effect size 
reported by Φ = 0.25 was medium.  Post hoc analysis revealed the faculty members 
who taught 6-10 courses were more likely to have used plagiarism tools.  Also, there 
was a positive linear association between the responses and the number of blended 
courses taught online. 
There were statistically significant associations between using wikis in online 
courses (Q12) that faculty members did not use in face-to-face instruction and the 
number of blended courses taught, χ2 (3, N = 121) = 9.67, p = 0.02.  The effect size 
reported by Φ = 0.28 was small.  Post hoc analysis revealed the faculty members who 
taught 6-10 courses were more likely to have used wikis.  Also, there was a positive 
linear association between the responses and the number of blended courses taught 
online.  
There were statistically significant associations between thinking that the 
interaction (student-instructor, student-student, student-content) in online instruction 
changes towards more self-direction (Q49) compared to face-to-face and the number of 
blended courses taught, χ2 (3, N = 121) = 9.29, p = 0.03.  The effect size reported by Φ 
= 0.28 was small.  Post hoc analysis revealed the faculty members who taught 11 or 
more courses were more likely to have thought so.  Also there was a significant linear 
association as indicated by the Mantel-Haenszel test of trend. 
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There were statistically significant associations between thinking that the 
interaction (student-instructor, student-student, student-content) in online instruction 
forces faculty members to think harder about communicating compared to face-to-face 
(Q49) and the number of blended courses taught, χ2 (3, N = 121) = 9.15, p = 0.03.  The 
effect size reported by Φ = 0.27 was small.  Post hoc analysis revealed the faculty 
members who taught 11 or more courses were less likely to have thought so.   
Findings for Research Question 3 and 4  
Training in general was analyzed jointly in the data analysis phase because 
(technical training and instructional design training) are both aspects of training.  This 
also will help compare the results of both aspects.  
What are USF faculty perceptions of the technical training aspects related to 
online instruction?  Are there differences in responses based on gender, faculty 
position, years teaching in higher education institutions, and total number of courses 
taught whether fully online or blended?  
What are USF faculty perceptions of the instructional design training aspects 
related to online instructions?  Are there differences in responses based on gender, 
faculty position, years teaching in higher education institutions, and total number of 
courses taught whether fully online or blended?  
General perceptions of faculty members on technical and instructional 
design training.  The nominal questions and ordinal questions are discussed in this 
section.   
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      Chi-square Test Results for Research Question 2 by Number of Blended Courses Taught 
 
 
 
 
Taught Fully online 
 
Table 24: Chi-square Test Results for Research Question 2 by Number of Blended Courses Taught 
Table 24  (continued) 
 
 
Question  # of Blended Courses Statistical Tests 
 Option  None ≤ 5 6-10 ≥11 Chi-square Effect 
 
 
Choice n % n % n % n % χ2 p* df Φ 
Q12. What tools are you currently using in the online environment, that you did not use in the face-to-face instruction? 
 
Digital Drop box, Box... Yes 6 13 10 22 3 20 4 29 2.13 0.55 3 0.13 
 No 40 87 36 78 12 80 10 71 
  
 
 
 
Online Grade Book Yes 21 46 24 52 10 67 9 64 2.85 0.42 3 0.15 
 No 25 54 22 48 5 33 5 36 
  
 
 
 
Live Chat Yes 8 17 18 39 2 13 5 36 7.50 0.06 3 0.25 
 No 38 83 28 61 13 87 9 64 
  
 
 
 
Discussion Board Yes 33 72 30 65 11 73 10 71 0.63 0.89 3 0.07 
 No 13 28 16 35 4 27 4 29 
  
 
 
 
Video or Movies Yes 25 54 23 50 11 73 12 86 7.33 0.06 3 0.25 
 No 21 46 23 50 4 27 2 14 
  
 
 
 
Podcasting Yes 3 7 8 17 1 7 0 0 5.19 0.16 3 0.21 
 No 43 93 38 83 14 93 14 100 
  
 
 
 
PowerPoint Presentations Yes 11 24 16 35 10 67 9 64 13.41 <.001 3 0.33 
 No 35 76 30 65 5 33 5 36 
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Table 24  (continued) 
 
 
 
Question  # of Blended Courses Statistical Tests 
 Option  None ≤ 5 6-10 ≥11 Chi-square Effect 
 
 
Choice n % n % n % n % χ2 p* df Φ 
 
Q12. What tools are you currently using in the online environment, that you did not use in the face-to-face instruction? continued 
 
Assessments Yes 17 37 16 35 7 47 8 57 2.69 0.44 3 0.15 
 No 29 63 30 65 8 53 6 43 
  
 
 
 
Virtual Classroom Yes 4 9 6 13 3 20 1 7 1.78 0.62 3 0.12 
 No 42 91 40 87 12 80 13 93 
  
 
 
 
Plagiarism Tools Yes 15 33 16 35 10 67 8 57 7.68 0.05 3 0.25 
 No 31 67 30 65 5 33 6 43 
  
 
 
 
Wikis Yes 6 13 11 24 7 47 1 7 9.67 0.02 3 0.28 
 No 40 87 35 76 8 53 13 93 
  
 
 
 
Online Office Suite (Google Docs, Office 
365) 
Yes 5 11 10 22 4 27 2 14 2.96 0.40 3 0.16 
 No 41 89 36 78 11 73 12 86 
  
 
 
 
Doodle Yes 1 2 3 7 3 20 1 7 5.83 0.12 3 0.22 
 No 45 98 43 93 12 80 13 93 
  
 
 
 
Web conferencing program Yes 13 28 7 15 4 27 2 14 2.99 0.39 3 0.16 
 No 33 72 39 85 11 73 12 86 
  
 
 
 
Interactive online materials Yes 12 26 17 37 9 60 4 29 6.08 0.11 3 0.22 
 No 34 74 29 63 6 40 10 71 
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Table 24  (continued) 
 
 
 
Question  # of Blended Courses Statistical Tests 
 Option  None ≤ 5 6-10 ≥11 Chi-square Effect 
 
 
Choice n % n % n % n % χ2 p* df Φ 
Q13. Of the tool(s) that you are NOT currently using, what would you consider implementing in the future in your online courses? continued 
 
I would not consider implementing any 
additional tools 
Yes 6 13 8 17 0 0 0 0 5.42 0.14 3 0.21 
 No 40 87 38 83 15 100 14 100 
  
 
 
 
Digital Drop box, Box. Yes 1 2 2 4 3 20 1 7 6.88 0.08 3 0.24 
 No 45 98 44 96 12 80 13 93 
  
 
 
 
Online Grade Book Yes 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.64 0.65 3 0.12 
 No 45 98 46 100 15 100 14 100 
  
 
 
 
Live Chat Yes 11 24 7 15 2 13 3 21 1.52 0.68 3 0.11 
 No 35 76 39 85 13 87 11 79 
  
 
 
 
Discussion Board Yes 2 4 0 0 0 0 1 7 3.47 0.32 3 0.17 
 No 44 96 46 100 15 100 13 93 
  
 
 
 
Video or Movies Yes 3 7 2 4 1 7 0 0 1.10 0.78 3 0.10 
 No 43 93 44 96 14 93 14 100 
  
 
 
 
Podcasting Yes 9 20 8 17 6 40 3 21 3.61 0.31 3 0.17 
 No 37 80 38 83 9 60 11 79 
  
 
 
 
PowerPoint Presentations Yes 2 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 3.32 0.35 3 0.17 
 No 44 96 46 100 15 100 14 100 
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Table 24  (continued) 
 
 
 
Question  # of Blended Courses Statistical Tests 
 Option  None ≤ 5 6-10 ≥11 Chi-square Effect 
 
 
Choice n % n % n % n % χ2 p* df Φ 
Q13. Of the tool(s) that you are NOT currently using, what would you consider implementing in the future in your online courses? continued 
 
Assessments Yes 4 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 6.75 0.08 3 0.24 
 No 42 91 46 100 15 100 14 100 
  
 
 
 
Virtual Classroom Yes 7 15 11 24 3 20 3 21 1.12 0.77 3 0.10 
 No 39 85 35 76 12 80 11 79 
  
 
 
 
Plagiarism Tools Yes 4 9 1 2 1 7 2 14 3.13 0.37 3 0.16 
 No 42 91 45 98 14 93 12 86 
  
 
 
 
Wikis Yes 5 11 6 13 1 7 4 29 3.66 0.30 3 0.17 
 No 41 89 40 87 14 93 10 71 
  
 
 
 
I would consider implementing other 
additional tools as they are developed 
Yes 14 30 15 33 8 53 7 50 3.97 0.26 3 0.18 
 No 32 70 31 67 7 47 7 50 
  
 
 
 
Online Office Suite (Google Docs, Office 
365) 
Yes 3 7 3 7 1 7 2 14 1.08 0.78 3 0.09 
 No 43 93 43 93 14 93 12 86 
  
 
 
 
Doodle Yes 3 7 3 7 0 0 2 14 2.40 0.49 3 0.14 
 No 43 93 43 93 15 100 12 86 
  
 
 
 
Web conferencing programs Yes 9 20 8 17 3 20 4 29 0.85 0.84 3 0.08 
 No 37 80 38 83 12 80 10 71 
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Table 24  (continued) 
 
 
 
Question  # of Blended Courses Statistical Tests 
 Option  None ≤ 5 6-10 ≥11 Chi-square Effect 
 
 
Choice n % n % n % n % χ2 p* df Φ 
Q42. How do you require your students to do their assignments? 
 
Interactive online materials Yes 12 26 7 15 4 27 4 29 2.19 0.53 3 0.13 
 No 34 74 39 85 11 73 10 71 
  
 
 
 
All assignments are given face-to-face Yes 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 . <.001 3 . 
 No 46 100 46 100 15 100 14 100 
  
 
 
 
All assignments are given online Yes 35 76 34 74 12 80 14 100 4.59 0.20 3 0.19 
 No 11 24 12 26 3 20 0 0 
  
 
 
 
All assignments are online, and some are 
face-to-face 
Yes 5 11 7 15 4 27 0 0 4.88 0.18 3 0.20 
 No 41 89 39 85 11 73 14 100 
  
 
 
Q46. Think about the ways you present materials to students. What has changed, if anything, from your face-to-face to online instruction? 
 
The ways of communicating with students 
change with online courses 
Yes 34 74 36 78 10 67 10 71 0.90 0.83 3 0.09 
 No 12 26 10 22 5 33 4 29 
  
 
 
 
It takes longer to present materials online 
rather than face-to-face 
Yes 13 28 15 33 7 47 4 29 1.85 0.60 3 0.12 
 No 33 72 31 67 8 53 10 71 
  
 
 
 
Copyright and ADA policies must be 
adhered to for online regulations 
Yes 22 48 13 28 7 47 5 36 4.18 0.24 3 0.19 
 No 24 52 33 72 8 53 9 64 
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Table 24  (continued) 
 
 
 
Question  # of Blended Courses Statistical Tests 
 Option  None ≤ 5 6-10 ≥11 Chi-square Effect 
 
 
Choice n % n % n % n % χ2 p* df Φ 
Q46. Think about the ways you present materials to students. What has changed, if anything, from your face-to-face to online instruction? Cont. 
 
It is easier to address individual needs in 
online instruction 
Yes 5 11 9 20 2 13 5 36 4.97 0.17 3 0.20 
 No 41 89 37 80 13 87 9 64 
  
 
 
Q47. Think about the ways you provide feedback to students. What has changed, if anything, from your face-to-face to online instruction? 
 
No change happened  Yes 11 24 5 11 2 13 3 21 3.06 0.38 3 0.16 
 No 35 76 41 89 13 87 11 79 
  
 
 
 
More feedback is given in online instruction Yes 14 30 22 48 8 53 8 57 5.20 0.16 3 0.21 
 No 32 70 24 52 7 47 6 43 
  
 
 
 
More written comments are given in online 
instruction 
Yes 22 48 25 54 11 73 8 57 3.01 0.39 3 0.16 
 No 24 52 21 46 4 27 6 43 
  
 
 
Q48. Think about the diverse talents and ways of learning. What has changed, if anything, from your face-to-face to online instruction? 
 
No change occurred regarding the diversity 
of talents and ways of learning 
Yes 9 20 10 22 4 27 7 50 5.70 0.13 3 0.22 
 No 37 80 36 78 11 73 7 50 
  
 
 
 
Need to use more creative assessments Yes 19 41 19 41 8 53 4 29 1.83 0.61 3 0.12 
 No 27 59 27 59 7 47 10 71 
  
 
 
 
Need to pay attention to student learning 
styles 
Yes 16 35 9 20 8 53 6 43 7.30 0.06 3 0.25 
 No 30 65 37 80 7 47 8 57 
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Table 24  (continued) 
 
 
 
Question  # of Blended Courses Statistical Tests 
 Option  None ≤ 5 6-10 ≥11 Chi-square Effect 
 
 
Choice n % n % n % n % χ2 p* df Φ 
Q49. Think about interaction (student-instructor, student-student, student-content). What has changed, if anything, from your face-to-face to 
online instruction? 
 
More self-direction in online instruction Yes 23 50 24 52 10 67 13 93 9.29 0.03 3 0.28 
 No 23 50 22 48 5 33 1 7 
  
 
 
 
More freedom, greater accessibility, 
affordability, convenience  
Yes 13 28 21 46 9 60 8 57 7.12 0.07 3 0.24 
 No 33 72 25 54 6 40 6 43 
  
 
 
 
Reduced interaction and the ability of 
students asking questions 
Yes 24 52 16 35 6 40 3 21 5.34 0.15 3 0.21 
 No 22 48 30 65 9 60 11 79 
  
 
 
 
Enhanced interaction as all students 
participate 
Yes 7 15 8 17 3 20 4 29 1.34 0.72 3 0.11 
 No 39 85 38 83 12 80 10 71 
  
 
 
 
The instructor must think harder about 
communication in online instruction  
Yes 25 54 23 50 10 67 2 14 9.15 0.03 3 0.27 
 No 21 46 23 50 5 33 12 86 
  
 
 
Q50. Think about active learning (engaging students in activities, analysis, synthesis, and evaluation of class content). What has changed, if 
anything, from your face-to-face to online instruction? 
 
No changes took place in active learning in 
online instruction 
Yes 10 22 8 17 3 20 3 21 0.30 0.96 3 0.05 
 No 36 78 38 83 12 80 11 79 
  
 
 
 
Creating opportunities for engagement in 
online instruction 
Yes 22 48 28 61 10 67 8 57 2.39 0.50 3 0.14 
Note.  Significance level = .05.  Significant p values are in bold.
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Nominal questions.  As seen in Table 25, the source of formal training that 
faculty received on the technical aspects of the course management system (CMS) 
prior to instructing online was as follows (Q15), 69% of participants had their technical 
training provided through the institution, followed by self-taught (44%), both Institution 
and CMS system provided (11%), CMS system provided (7%), while 20% were not 
formally trained, and 3% selected Other.  The Other sources included learning from 
conference workshops and learning from other faculty members and graduate students.  
When participants were asked if they thought that technical training should be 
required prior to teaching the first online course (Q19), 66% answered yes, 16% 
responded no, and 18% answered Other.  The Other selections included that training 
should be optional for those who needs it and lack the skills; in addition providing 
knowledge of best practices for the experienced faculty members would be beneficial.  
When participants were asked if they would like additional technical training 
opportunities pertaining to online instruction (Q20), 59% answered yes, 26% answered 
no, and 15% answered maybe.  The maybe selection included that it depends on the 
course, instructor’s background, and expectation of the course.  Moreover, participants 
preferred the technical training format to the face-to-face (small group) 52%, web-based 
(36%), one on one (33%), while 9% preferred face-to-face (large group). The sources of 
formal training that faculty received on the online instructional design aspects of the 
Course Management System (CMS) prior to instructing online (Q23) were as follows: 
57% of participants had their instructional design training provided through the 
institution, followed by both institution and CMS system provided (10%), and CMS 
system provided (5%), while 29% reported being not formally trained, and 6% selected 
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Other.  Some Other responses indicated that individuals had to learn the skills 
themselves.  
Table 25  
Nominal Item Frequencies for Research Questions 3 and 4. 
Question Frequencies 95% CIa  
 
Option n % 
Low  
% 
Up 
% 
Q15 What source of formal training did you receive on the TECHNICAL ASPECTS of the Course 
Management System (CMS) PRIOR to instructing online? 
 
Not Formally Trained 24 20 13 27 
Institution Provided 84 69 61 78 
CMS System Provided 9 7 3 12 
Both Institutions and CMS System Provided 13 11 5 16 
Self-taught 53 44 35 53 
Q19. Do you think that technical training should be required prior to teaching the first online course? 
 Yes 77 66 58 75 
No 18 16 9 22 
Q20. Would you like additional technical training opportunities pertaining to online instruction, if any? 
 
 
Yes 69 59 51 68 
No 30 26 18 34 
Maybe 17 15 9 22 
Q21 What format of technical training would you prefer, if any? 
 
One on one 40 33 25 41 
Face-to-face (small group) 63 52 43 61 
Face-to-face (large group) 11 9 4 14 
Web-based 43 36 27 44 
Q23 What source of formal training did you receive on the online INSTRUCTIONAL DESIGN 
ASPECTS of the Course Management System (CMS) PRIOR to instructing online? 
 
Not Formally Trained 35 29 21 37 
Institution Provided 69 57 48 66 
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Table 25  (continued) 
Question Frequencies 95% CIa  
 
Option n % 
Low  
% 
Up 
% 
Q23 What source of formal training did you receive on the online INSTRUCTIONAL DESIGN 
ASPECTS of the Course Management System (CMS) PRIOR to instructing online? 
 
CMS System Provided 6 5 1 9 
Both Institution and CMS System Provided 12 10 5 15 
Q26. Do you think that instructional design training should be required prior to teaching the first online 
course? 
 
Yes 79 68 59 77 
No 17 15 9 22 
Maybe 20 17 11 25 
Q27. Would you like additional instructional design training opportunities pertaining to online 
instruction? 
 
Yes 65 56 47 65 
No 29 25 17 33 
Maybe 22 19 13 27 
Note.  aCI = Confidence interval, Low = Lower, Up = Upper.  
 
When participants were asked if they thought that instructional design training 
should be required prior to teaching the first online course (Q26), 68% answered yes, 
15% answered no, and 17% answered maybe.  The maybe selection included that it 
should be optional, and that it depends on the instructor interest, topic, experience, and 
overall support.  When participants were asked if they would like additional technical 
training opportunities pertaining to online instruction (Q27), the majority of participants 
answered yes (56%), 25% answered no, and 19% answered maybe.  The maybe 
selection included that additional instructional design training should be offered for new 
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tools.  Moreover, participants preferred technical training format to be face-to-face 
(small group) 52%, web-based 36%, one on one 33%, and 9% prefer face-to-face (large 
group). 
Ordinal questions.  As seen in Table 26, when participants were asked to rate 
their technical preparation for creating online course PRIOR to receiving formal training 
(Q16), given a scale from 1 to 6 where 1 is extremely prepared and 6 is not formally 
trained, the mean was 3.76, which is close to somewhat unprepared. 
When participants where asked about the extent they had formal training in 
technical aspects of creating online courses (Q17), given a Likert scale from 1 to 5, 
where 1 is extensive and 5 is none, the mean was 3.31 which is close to some 
training.  When participants were asked to rate their technical preparation for creating 
online courses after receiving formal training (Q18), given a Likert scale from 1 to 6, 
where 1 is extremely prepared and 6 is not formally trained, the mean was 2.65, which 
is close to neither prepared or unprepared. 
When participants were asked to rate their online instructional design training 
preparation prior to receiving formal training (Q24), given a Likert scale from 1 to 6, 
where 1 is extremely prepared and 6 not formally trained, the mean was 3.88, which is 
close to somewhat unprepared.  When participants were asked to rate their online 
instructional design preparation for teaching online after receiving formal training (Q25), 
given a Likert scale from 1 to 6, where 1 is extremely prepared and 6 is not formally 
trained, the mean was 2.87, which is close to neither prepared or unprepared. 
When participants were asked about the extent they had formal training in 
instructional design of creating online courses (Q54), given a Likert scale from 1 to 5, 
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where 1 is extensive and 5 is none, the mean was 3.46, which is close to little training. 
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Table 26:  Ordinal Items Frequencies for Research Questions 3 and 4 Items 
Table 26 (continued) 
 
 
 
Question Frequencies 95% CIa Statisticsb 
 Option   Low Up       
  n % % % M Mdn Mo SD SK Rku 
Q16. How w uld you rate your technical preparation for creating online course PRIOR to 
receiving formal training? 
3.76 4.00 2.00 1.60 0.05 -1.33 
1 Extremely prepared 4 4 1 9       
2 Somewhat prepared 30 29 20 38       
3 Neither prepared or unprepared 10 10 5 16       
4 Somewhat unprepared 24 23 16 31       
5 Extremely unprepared 13 13 7 18       
6 not formally trained 22 21 14 29       
 
Q17 To what extent have you had formal training in technical aspects of creating online 
courses? 
3.31 3.00 3.00 0.98 -0.47 0.39 
1 Extensive 7 7 2 13       
2 A Lot 7 7 2 12       
3 Some 46 45 36 53       
4 Little 33 32 23 42       
5 None 10 10 5 17       
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Table 26 (continued) 
 
 
 
Question Frequencies 95% CIa Statisticsb 
 Option   Low Up       
  n % % % M Mdn Mo SD SK Rku 
Q18. How would you rate your technical preparation for creating online courses AFTER 
receiving formal training? 
2.65 2.00 2.00 1.61 1.01 -0.12 
1 Extremely prepared 24 23 16 32       
2 Somewhat prepared 44 43 33 52       
3 Neither prepared or unprepared 6 6 2 11       
4 Somewhat unprepared 15 15 8 22       
5 Extremely unprepared 1 1 0 3       
6 not formally trained 13 13 7 19       
       
Q24. How would you rate your online instructional design training preparation PRIOR to 
receiving formal training? 
3.88 4.00 6.00 1.71 -0.09 -1.38 
1 Extremely prepared 7 7 3 13       
2 Somewhat prepared 24 23 16 31       
3 Neither prepared or unprepared 12 12 6 18       
4 Somewhat unprepared 20 19 12 27       
5 Extremely unprepared 11 11 5 17       
6 not formally trained 29 28 19 38       
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Table 26 (continued) 
 
 
 
Question Frequencies 95% CIa Statisticsb 
 Option   Low Up       
  n % % % M Mdn Mo SD SK Rku 
Q25.  How would you rate your online instructional design preparation for teaching online 
AFTER receiving formal training? 
2.87 2.00 2.00 1.87 0.73 -1.02 
1 Extremely prepared 28 27 18 36       
2 Somewhat prepared 36 35 26 45       
3 Neither prepared or unprepared 5 5 1 10       
4 Somewhat unprepared 10 10 4 16       
5 Extremely unprepared 3 3 0 7       
6 not formally trained 21 20 13 29       
       
Q54 To what extent have you had formal training in instructional design of creating online 
courses? 
3.46 3.00 3.00 1.06 -0.36 -0.32 
1 Extensive 5 5 1 10       
2 A Lot 12 12 6 18       
3 Some 35 34 25 44       
4 Little 33 32 24 41       
5 None 18 17 11 25       
Note.  aCI = Confidence interval, Low = Lower, Up = Upper, bMdn = Median, Mo = Mode, SK = Skewness, Rku = Kurtosis. 
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Differences in responses based on demographics.  The second part of 
research question three and four is “Are there differences in responses based on 
gender, faculty position, years teaching in higher education institutions, and total 
number of courses taught whether fully online or blended?” To answer this part for 
nominal questions of the survey (15, 19, 20, 21, 23, 26, and 27), chi-square tests of 
independence were used.  The results of those tests for research question two are 
discussed next.  
Cross table for RQ3&4 with experience.   A chi-square test of independence 
was conducted between each option of the nominal questions answering RQ3&4, and 
years of experience variable.  See Table 27 for results for research questions 3 and 4 
by years of experience.  There were statistically significant associations between having 
formal technical training provided by the institution (Q15) and the different categories of 
years of experience, χ2 (2, N = 121) = 5.88, p = 0.05.  The effect size reported by Φ = 
0.22 was small.  A post hoc analysis indicated that the second category (6-11 years) 
was more likely to have had technical training provided by the institution. 
Cross table for RQ3&4 with gender.  Chi-square tests of independence were 
conducted between each option of the nominal questions than answers RQ3&4 by the 
gender of respondents.  The findings are summarized in Table 28. There were 
statistically significant associations between requiring instructional design training prior 
to teaching the first online course (Q26) and gender χ2 (2, N = 116) = 7.97, p = 0.02.  
The effect size reported by Φ = 0.26, which is considered small.  Of the respondents, 
74% of female faculty members thought that instructional design training should be 
required prior to teaching online compared to 59% of males. 
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Table 27: Chi-square Test Results for Research Questions 3 and 4 by Years of Experience 
Table 27 (continued) 
 
 
 
  
Experience in years Statistical Tests 
Question 
 
0-5 6-11 ≥12 Chi Squares Effect 
 Option Choice n % n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q15. What source of formal training did you receive on the TECHNICAL ASPECTS of the Course Management System (CMS) PRIOR to 
instructing online?  
 
Not Formally Trained Yes 2 17 3 12 19 23 1.69 0.43 2 0.12 
 
No 10 83 23 88 64 77 
  
 
 
 
Institution Provided Yes 7 58 23 88 54 65 5.88 0.05 2 0.22 
 
No 5 42 3 12 29 35 
  
 
 
 
CMS System Provided Yes 1 8 2 8 6 7 0.02 0.99 2 0.01 
 
No 11 92 24 92 77 93 
  
 
 
 
Both Institutions and CMS System Provided Yes 1 8 4 15 8 10 0.76 0.68 2 0.08 
 
No 11 92 22 85 75 90 
  
 
 
 
Self-taught Yes 5 42 10 38 38 46 0.46 0.80 2 0.06 
 
No 7 58 16 62 45 54 
  
 
 
Q19. Do you think that technical training should be required prior to teaching the first online course?  
 
 
Yes 7 78 20 77 50 62 2.65 0.62 4 0.15 
 
No 1 11 3 12 14 17 
  
 
 
 
Other 1 11 3 12 17 21 
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Table 27 (continued) 
 
 
 
 
  
Experience in years Statistical Tests 
Question 
 
0-5 6-11 ≥12 Chi Squares Effect 
 Option Choice n % n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q20. Would you like additional technical training opportunities pertaining to online instruction, if any? 
 
 
Yes 6 67 16 62 47 58 0.54 0.97 4 0.07 
 
No 2 22 7 27 21 26 
  
 
 
 
Maybe 1 11 3 12 13 16 
  
 
 
Q21. What format of technical training would you prefer, if any? 
 
One on one Yes 3 25 8 31 29 35 0.55 0.76 2 0.07 
 
No 9 75 18 69 54 65 
  
 
 
 
Face-to-face (small group) Yes 6 50 17 65 40 48 2.37 0.31 2 0.14 
 
No 6 50 9 35 43 52 
  
 
 
 
Face-to-face (large group) Yes 0 0 5 19 6 7 4.78 0.09 2 0.20 
 
No 12 100 21 81 77 93 
  
 
 
 
Web-based Yes 4 33 10 38 29 35 0.14 0.93 2 0.03 
 
No 8 67 16 62 54 65 
  
 
 
Q23 What source of formal training did you receive on the online INSTRUCTIONAL DESIGN ASPECTS of the Course Management System 
(CMS) PRIOR to instructing online? 
 
Not Formally Trained Yes 4 33 6 23 25 30 0.60 0.74 2 0.07 
 
No 8 67 20 77 58 70 
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Table 27 (continued) 
 
 
 
 
  
Experience in years Statistical Tests 
Question 
 
0-5 6-11 ≥12 Chi Squares Effect 
 Option Choice n % n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q23 What source of formal training did you receive on the online INSTRUCTIONAL DESIGN ASPECTS of the Course Management System 
(CMS) PRIOR to instructing online? 
 
Institution Provided Yes 4 33 18 69 47 57 4.33 0.11 2 0.19 
 
No 8 67 8 31 36 43 
  
 
 
 
CMS System Provided Yes 0 0 2 8 4 5 1.04 0.59 2 0.09 
 
No 12 100 24 92 79 95 
  
 
 
 
Both Institution and CMS System Provided Yes 1 8 3 12 8 10 0.12 0.94 2 0.03 
 
No 11 92 23 88 75 90 
  
 
 
Q26 Do you think that instructional design training should be required prior to teaching the first online course? 
 
 
Yes 7 78 21 81 51 63 3.64 0.46 4 0.18 
 
No 1 11 3 12 13 16 
  
 
 
 
Maybe 1 11 2 8 17 21 
  
 
 
Q27. Would you like additional instructional design training opportunities pertaining to online instruction? 
 
 
Yes 7 78 15 58 43 53 2.30 0.68 4 0.14 
 
No 1 11 7 27 21 26 
  
 
 
 
Maybe 1 11 4 15 17 21 
  
 
 
Note.  *Significant level = .05.  Significant p values are in bold. 
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Cross table for RQ3&4 with faculty rank.  Chi-square tests of independence 
were conducted between each option of the nominal questions that answers RQ3&4 by 
the faculty rank of respondents.  The findings are summarized in Table 29. 
Cross table for RQ3&4 by number of courses fully taught online.  Chi-
square tests of independence were conducted between each option of the nominal 
questions that answers RQ3&4 by number of courses fully taught online.  The findings 
are summarized in Table 30. 
There were statistically significant associations between requiring technical 
training prior to teaching the first online course (Q19) and the number of courses taught 
fully online, χ2 (8, N = 116) = 18.67, p = 0.02.  The effect size reported by Φ = 0.40 was 
medium.  Post hoc analysis revealed that faculty members who taught five courses or 
less were more likely to think that technical training was required, while faculty members 
who taught 6-10 courses were less likely to believe so.  
There were statistically significant associations between requiring instructional 
design training prior to teaching the first online course (Q26) and the number of courses 
taught fully online, χ2 (8, N = 116) = 27.85, p < 0.001.  The effect size reported by Φ = 
0.49 was medium.  Post hoc analysis revealed that faculty members who taught 5 or 
less courses were more likely to think that instructional design training was needed, 
while faculty members who taught 6-10 courses were less likely to think so.  Also, there 
was a significant linear association between the responses and number of courses 
taught fully online as indicated by the Mantel-Haenszel test of trend. 
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Table 28: Chi-square Test Results for Research Questions 3 and 4 by Gender 
Table 28 (continued) 
 
 
 
     Gender Statistical Tests 
Question   Male Female Chi-square Effect 
 Option  Choice n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q15. What source of formal training did you receive on the TECHNICAL ASPECTS of the Course Management System (CMS) PRIOR to 
instructing online?  
 
Not Formally Trained Yes 11 23 13 18 0.62 0.43 1 0.07 
 
No 36 77 61 82 
  
 
 
 
Institution Provided Yes 28 60 56 76 3.51 0.06 1 -0.17 
 
No 19 40 18 24 
  
 
 
 
CMS System Provided Yes 4 9 5 7 0.13 0.72 1 0.03 
 
No 43 91 69 93 
  
 
 
 
Both Institutions and CMS System Provided Yes 7 15 6 8 1.38 0.24 1 0.11 
 
No 40 85 68 92 
  
 
 
 
Self-taught Yes 17 36 36 49 1.82 0.18 1 -0.12 
 
No 30 64 38 51 
  
 
 
Q19. Do you think that technical training should be required prior to teaching the first online course?  
 
 
Yes 27 59 50 71 4.16 0.12 2 0.19 
 
No 11 24 7 10 
  
 
 
 
Other 8 17 13 19 
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Table 28 (continued) 
 
 
 
     Gender Statistical Tests 
Question   Male Female Chi-square Effect 
 Option  Choice n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q20. Would you like additional technical training opportunities pertaining to online instruction, if any? 
 
 
Yes 25 54 44 63 1.81 0.40 2 0.13 
 
No 15 33 15 21 
  
 
 
 
Maybe 6 13 11 16 
  
 
 
Q21. What format of technical training would you prefer, if any? 
 
One on one Yes 15 32 25 34 0.05 0.83 1 -0.02 
 
No 32 68 49 66 
  
 
 
 
Face-to-face (small group) Yes 21 45 42 57 1.68 0.19 1 -0.12 
 
No 26 55 32 43 
  
 
 
 
Face-to-face (large group) Yes 4 9 7 9 0.03 0.86 1 -0.02 
 
No 43 91 67 91 
  
 
 
 
Web-based Yes 17 36 26 35 0.01 0.91 1 0.01 
 
No 30 64 48 65 
  
 
 
Q23 What source of formal training did you receive on the online INSTRUCTIONAL DESIGN ASPECTS of the Course Management System 
(CMS) PRIOR to instructing online? 
 
Not Formally Trained Yes 13 28 22 30 0.06 0.81 1 -0.02 
 
No 34 72 52 70 
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Table 28 (continued) 
 
 
 
     Gender Statistical Tests 
Question   Male Female Chi-square Effect 
 Option  Choice n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q23 What source of formal training did you receive on the online INSTRUCTIONAL DESIGN ASPECTS of the Course Management System 
(CMS) PRIOR to instructing online? continued 
 
Institution Provided Yes 26 55 43 58 0.09 0.76 1 -0.03 
 
No 21 45 31 42 
  
 
 
 
CMS System Provided Yes 4 9 2 3 2.06 0.15 1 0.13 
 
No 43 91 72 97 
  
 
 
 
Both Institution and CMS System Provided Yes 7 15 5 7 2.13 0.14 1 0.13 
 
No 40 85 69 93 
  
 
 
Q26 Do you think that instructional design training should be required prior to teaching the first online course? 
 
 
Yes 27 59 52 74 7.97 0.02 2 0.26 
 
No 12 26 5 7 
  
 
 
 
Maybe 7 15 13 19 
  
 
 
Q27. Would you like additional instructional design training opportunities pertaining to online instruction? 
 
 
Yes 26 57 39 56 4.40 0.11 2 0.19 
 
No 15 33 14 20 
  
 
 
 
Maybe 5 11 17 24 
  
 
 
Note.  *Significance level = .05.  Significant p values are in bold. 
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Table 29: Chi-square Test Results for Research Questions 3 and 4 by Faculty Rank 
Table 29 (continued) 
 
 
   Faculty Rank Statistical Tests 
Question Adjunct 
Part Time 
Instructor 
Assistant 
Professor 
Associate 
Professor 
Full 
Professor 
Chi Square 
Effect 
 Option Choice n % n % n % n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q15. What sourc  of formal training did you receive on the TECHNICAL ASPECTS of the Course Management System (CMS) PRIOR to 
instructing online?  
 
Not Formally Trained Yes 3 27 4 15 3 15 4 13 10 29 3.76 0.44 4 0.18 
 No 8 73 22 85 17 85 26 87 24 71 
  
 
 
 
Institution Provided Yes 10 91 18 69 15 75 21 70 20 59 4.49 0.34 4 0.19 
 No 1 9 8 31 5 25 9 30 14 41 
  
 
 
 
CMS System Provided Yes 1 9 5 19 0 0 2 7 1 3 7.93 0.09 4 0.26 
 No 10 91 21 81 20 100 28 93 33 97 
  
 
 
 
Both Institutions and CMS 
System Provided 
Yes 0 0 3 12 3 15 3 10 4 12 1.77 0.78 4 0.12 
 No 11 100 23 88 17 85 27 90 30 88 
  
 
 
 
Self-taught Yes 7 64 15 58 6 30 14 47 11 32 7.25 0.12 4 0.24 
 No 4 36 11 42 14 70 16 53 23 68 
  
 
 
Q19. Do you think that technical training should be required prior to teaching the first online course? 
 
 
Yes 9 82 19 76 13 72 15 52 21 64 7.45 0.49 8 0.25 
 
No 2 18 2 8 3 17 6 21 5 15 
  
 
 
 
Other 0 0 4 16 2 11 8 28 7 21 
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Table 29 (continued) 
 
 
   Faculty Rank Statistical Tests 
Question Adjunct 
Part Time 
Instructor 
Assistant 
Professor 
Associate 
Professor 
Full 
Professor 
Chi Square 
Effect 
 Option Choice n % n % n % n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q20. Would you like additional technical training opportunities pertaining to online instruction, if any? 
 
 
Yes 6 55 18 72 12 67 17 59 16 48 12.76 0.12 8 0.33 
 
No 5 45 2 8 6 33 7 24 10 30 
  
 
 
 
Maybe 0 0 5 20 0 0 5 17 7 21 
  
 
 
Q21. What format of technical training would you prefer, if any? 
 
One on one Yes 3 27 11 42 3 15 8 27 15 44 6.55 0.16 4 0.23 
 No 8 73 15 58 17 85 22 73 19 56 
  
 
 
 
Face-to-face (small group) Yes 5 45 15 58 12 60 16 53 15 44 1.91 0.75 4 0.13 
 No 6 55 11 42 8 40 14 47 19 56 
  
 
 
 
Face-to-face (large group) Yes 1 9 3 12 3 15 3 10 1 3 2.62 0.62 4 0.15 
 No 10 91 23 88 17 85 27 90 33 97 
  
 
 
 
Web-based Yes 4 36 13 50 7 35 12 40 7 21 5.96 0.20 4 0.22 
 No 7 64 13 50 13 65 18 60 27 79 
  
 
 
Q23 What source of formal training did you receive on the online INSTRUCTIONAL DESIGN ASPECTS of the Course Management System 
(CMS) PRIOR to instructing online? 
 
Not Formally Trained Yes 4 36 6 23 5 25 8 27 12 35 1.62 0.80 4 0.12 
 No 7 64 20 77 15 75 22 73 22 65 
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Table 29 (continued) 
 
 
   Faculty Rank Statistical Tests 
Question Adjunct 
Part Time 
Instructor 
Assistant 
Professor 
Associate 
Professor 
Full 
Professor 
Chi Square 
Effect 
 Option Choice n % n % n % n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q23 What source of formal training did you receive on the online INSTRUCTIONAL DESIGN ASPECTS of the Course Management System 
(CMS) PRIOR to instructing online? 
 
Institution Provided Yes 7 64 17 65 11 55 19 63 15 44 3.77 0.44 4 0.18 
 No 4 36 9 35 9 45 11 37 19 56 
  
 
 
 
CMS System Provided Yes 0 0 4 15 1 5 1 3 0 0 8.51 0.07 4 0.27 
 No 11 100 22 85 19 95 29 97 34 100 
  
 
 
 
Both Institution and CMS 
System Provided 
Yes 0 0 2 8 3 15 3 10 4 12 2.06 0.72 4 0.13 
 No 11 100 24 92 17 85 27 90 30 88 
  
 
 
Q26 Do you think that instructional design training should be required prior to teaching the first online course? 
 
 
Yes 8 73 18 72 16 89 17 59 20 61 12.91 0.11 8 0.33 
 
No 2 18 0 0 2 11 6 21 7 21 
  
 
 
 
Maybe 1 9 7 28 0 0 6 21 6 18 
  
 
 
Q27. Would you like additional instructional design training opportunities pertaining to online instruction? 
 
  Yes 7 64 13 52 14 78 16 55 15 45 7.47 0.49 8 0.25 
 
No 3 27 5 20 3 17 8 28 10 30 
  
 
 
 
Maybe 1 9 7 28 1 6 5 17 8 24 
  
 
 
Note.  *Significant level = .05.  Significant p values are in bold. 
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Cross table for RQ3&4 with number of blended courses taught.  Chi-square 
tests of independence were conducted between each option of the nominal questions 
that answers RQ3&4 by number of blended courses taught.  The findings are 
summarized in Table 31.  There were statistically significant associations between being 
self-taught as a source of formal training faculty members received on the technical 
aspects of CMS prior to converting courses online (Q15) and the number of blended 
courses taught, χ2 (3, N = 121) = 8.21, p = 0.04.  The effect size reported by Φ = 0.26 
was small.  Post hoc analysis indicates that faculty members who did not teach any 
blended courses were less likely to have been self-taught on technical aspects of 
Course Management Systems (CMS). 
ANOVAs for RQ3&4 for ordinal items.  For the ordinal questions used to 
answer Research Questions 3 and 4, ANOVAs were calculated to test whether there 
were differences in responses based on the demographics.  The results in addition to 
descriptive statistics for the responses are discussed by the ordinal item variables in the 
following sections.  
ANOVAs for RQ3&4 by years of experience.   Prior to conducting the 
ANOVAs, descriptive statistics for RQ3&4 ordinal items by years of experience were 
calculated.  See Table 32 for means and standard deviations.  For Table 33, ANOVAs 
were calculated for Questions (16,17,18, 24, 25, 54) by years of experience, the results 
are discussed below. There were no significant differences of means for Q16 (technical 
preparation for creating online course PRIOR to receiving formal training), F(2, 113) = 
0.25, p = 0.78.   
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Table 30: Chi-square Test Results for Research Questions 3 and 4 of Courses Taught Fully Online 
Table 30 (continued) 
 
 
 
Question  Number of fully Online Courses Taught Statistical Tests 
 Option  None ≤ 5 6-10 11-20 ≥21 Chi-square Effect 
 
 
Choice n % n % n % n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q15. What source of formal training did you receive on the TECHNICAL ASPECTS of the Course Management System (CMS) PRIOR to 
instructing online?  
 
Not Formally Trained Yes 2 33 13 22 3 12 2 20 4 18 1.93 0.75 4 0.13 
 
No 4 67 45 78 22 88 8 80 18 82 
  
 
 
 
Institution Provided Yes 2 33 43 74 17 68 5 50 17 77 6.73 0.15 4 0.24 
 
No 4 67 15 26 8 32 5 50 5 23 
  
 
 
 
CMS System Provided Yes 0 0 4 7 3 12 1 10 1 5 1.63 0.80 4 0.12 
 
No 6 100 54 93 22 88 9 90 21 95 
  
 
 
 
Both Institutions and CMS 
System Provided 
Yes 1 17 2 3 4 16 2 20 4 18 6.32 0.18 4 0.23 
 
No 5 83 56 97 21 84 8 80 18 82 
  
 
 
 
Self-taught Yes 3 50 21 36 11 44 6 60 12 55 3.55 0.47 4 0.17 
 
No 3 50 37 64 14 56 4 40 10 45 
  
 
 
Q19. Do you think that technical training should be required prior to teaching the first online course? 
 
 
Yes 5 83 41 76 10 40 6 67 15 68 18.67 0.02 8 0.40 
 
No 0 0 6 11 10 40 1 11 1 5 
  
 
 
 
Other 1 17 7 13 5 20 2 22 6 27 
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Table 30 (continued) 
 
 
 
Question  Number of fully Online Courses Taught Statistical Tests 
 Option  None ≤ 5 6-10 11-20 ≥21 Chi-square Effect 
 
 
Choice n % n % n % n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q20. Would you like additional technical training opportunities pertaining to online instruction, if any? 
 
 
Yes 2 33 38 70 14 56 5 56 10 45 13.75 0.09 8 0.34 
 
No 1 17 13 24 7 28 3 33 6 27 
  
 
 
 
Maybe 3 50 3 6 4 16 1 11 6 27 
  
 
 
Q21. What format of technical training would you prefer, if any? 
 
One on one Yes 2 33 17 29 13 52 3 30 5 23 5.53 0.24 4 0.21 
 
No 4 67 41 71 12 48 7 70 17 77 
  
 
 
 
Face-to-face (small group) Yes 5 83 31 53 11 44 5 50 11 50 3.10 0.54 4 0.16 
 
No 1 17 27 47 14 56 5 50 11 50 
  
 
 
 
Face-to-face (large group) Yes 1 17 4 7 2 8 1 10 3 14 1.35 0.85 4 0.11 
 
No 5 83 54 93 23 92 9 90 19 86 
  
 
 
 
Web-based Yes 2 33 17 29 7 28 4 40 13 59 7.03 0.13 4 0.24 
 
No 4 67 41 71 18 72 6 60 9 41 
  
 
 
Q23 What source of formal training did you receive on the online INSTRUCTIONAL DESIGN ASPECTS of the Course Management System 
(CMS) PRIOR to instructing online? 
 
Not Formally Trained Yes 3 50 18 31 5 20 3 30 6 27 2.43 0.66 4 0.14 
 
No 3 50 40 69 20 80 7 70 16 73 
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Table 30 (continued) 
 
 
 
Question  Number of fully Online Courses Taught Statistical Tests 
 Option  None ≤ 5 6-10 11-20 ≥21 Chi-square Effect 
 
 
Choice n % n % n % n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q23 What source of formal training did you receive on the online INSTRUCTIONAL DESIGN ASPECTS of the Course Management System 
(CMS) PRIOR to instructing online? 
 
Institution Provided Yes 3 50 32 55 18 72 4 40 12 55 3.73 0.44 4 0.18 
 
No 3 50 26 45 7 28 6 60 10 45 
  
 
 
 
CMS System Provided Yes 0 0 2 3 2 8 0 0 2 9 2.40 0.66 4 0.14 
 
No 6 100 56 97 23 92 10 100 20 91 
  
 
 
 
Both Institution and CMS 
System Provided 
Yes 0 0 4 7 1 4 2 20 5 23 7.41 0.12 4 0.25 
 
No 6 100 54 93 24 96 8 80 17 77 
  
 
 
Q26 Do you think that instructional design training should be required prior to teaching the first online course? 
 
 
Yes 4 67 47 87 10 40 5 56 13 59 27.85 <.001 8 0.49 
 
No 0 0 5 9 9 36 1 11 2 9 
  
 
 
 
Maybe 2 33 2 4 6 24 3 33 7 32 
  
 
 
Q27. Would you like additional instructional design training opportunities pertaining to online instruction? 
 
 
Yes 2 33 37 69 10 40 6 67 10 45 13.71 0.09 8 0.34 
 
No 1 17 12 22 9 36 2 22 5 23 
  
 
 
 
Maybe 3 50 5 9 6 24 1 11 7 32 
  
 
 
Note.  *Significance level = .05.  Significant p values are in bold. 
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able 31: Chi-square Test Results for Research Questions 3 and 4 by Number of Blended Courses Taught 
Table 31 (continued) 
 
 
 
Question 
 
# of Blended Courses 
 
 
 
 
None ≤ 5 6-10 ≥11 Chi-square Effect 
 Option Choice n % n % n % n % χ2 p* df Φ 
Q15. What source of formal training did you receive on the TECHNICAL ASPECTS of the Course Management System (CMS) PRIOR to 
instructing online?  
 
Not Formally Trained Yes 9 20 6 13 5 33 4 29 3.73 0.29 3 0.18 
 
No 37 80 40 87 10 67 10 71 
  
 
 
 
Institution Provided Yes 32 70 34 74 10 67 8 57 1.49 0.69 3 0.11 
 
No 14 30 12 26 5 33 6 43 
  
 
 
 
CMS System Provided Yes 1 2 7 15 1 7 0 0 7.03 0.07 3 0.24 
 
No 45 98 39 85 14 93 14 100 
  
 
 
 
Both Institutions and CMS System 
Provided 
Yes 3 7 6 13 1 7 3 21 3.04 0.39 3 0.16 
 
No 43 93 40 87 14 93 11 79 
  
 
 
 
Self-taught Yes 14 30 24 52 10 67 5 36 8.21 0.04 3 0.26 
 
No 32 70 22 48 5 33 9 64 
  
 
 
Q19. Do you think that technical training should be required prior to teaching the first online course? 
 
 
Yes 29 67 30 68 9 60 9 64 0.65 1.00 6 0.07 
 
No 7 16 6 14 3 20 2 14 
  
 
 
 
Other 7 16 8 18 3 20 3 21 
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Table 31 (continued) 
 
 
 
Question 
 
# of Blended Courses 
 
 
 
 
None ≤ 5 6-10 ≥11 Chi-square Effect 
 Option Choice n % n % n % n % χ2 p* df Φ 
Q20. Would you like additional technical training opportunities pertaining to online instruction, if any? 
 
 
Yes 26 60 28 64 8 53 7 50 7.20 0.30 6 0.25 
 
No 13 30 11 25 4 27 2 14 
  
 
 
 
Maybe 4 9 5 11 3 20 5 36 
  
 
 
Q21. What format of technical training would you prefer, if any? 
 
One on one Yes 12 26 20 43 5 33 3 21 4.12 0.25 6 0.18 
 
No 34 74 26 57 10 67 11 79 
  
 
 
 
Face-to-face (small group) Yes 23 50 27 59 5 33 8 57 3.14 0.37 3 0.16 
 
No 23 50 19 41 10 67 6 43 
  
 
 
 
Face-to-face (large group) Yes 3 7 7 15 0 0 1 7 4.02 0.26 3 0.18 
 
No 43 93 39 85 15 100 13 93 
  
 
 
 
Web-based Yes 16 35 14 30 7 47 6 43 1.67 0.64 3 0.12 
 
No 30 65 32 70 8 53 8 57 
  
 
 
Q23 What source of formal training did you receive on the online INSTRUCTIONAL DESIGN ASPECTS of the Course Management System 
(CMS) PRIOR to instructing online? 
 
Not Formally Trained Yes 15 33 11 24 4 27 5 36 1.22 0.75 3 0.10 
 
No 31 67 35 76 11 73 9 64 
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Table 31 (continued) 
 
 
 
Question 
 
# of Blended Courses 
 
 
 
 
None ≤ 5 6-10 ≥11 Chi-square Effect 
 Option Choice n % n % n % n % χ2 p* df Φ 
Q23 What source of formal training did you receive on the online INSTRUCTIONAL DESIGN ASPECTS of the Course Management System 
(CMS) PRIOR to instructing online? 
 
Institution Provided Yes 25 54 28 61 9 60 7 50 0.75 0.86 3 0.08 
 
No 21 46 18 39 6 40 7 50 
  
 
 
 
CMS System Provided Yes 2 4 3 7 0 0 1 7 1.20 0.75 3 0.10 
 
No 44 96 43 93 15 100 13 93 
  
 
 
 
Both Institution and CMS System Provided Yes 3 7 5 11 2 13 2 14 1.14 0.77 3 0.10 
 
No 43 93 41 89 13 87 12 86 
  
 
 
Q26 Do you think that instructional design training should be required prior to teaching the first online course? 
 
 
Yes 33 77 32 73 9 60 5 36 10.45 0.11 6 0.30 
 
No 5 12 6 14 3 20 3 21 
  
 
 
 
Maybe 5 12 6 14 3 20 6 43 
  
 
 
Q27. Would you like additional instructional design training opportunities pertaining to online instruction? 
 
 
Yes 24 56 26 59 8 53 7 50 3.45 0.75 6 0.17 
 
No 12 28 11 25 4 27 2 14 
  
 
 
 
Maybe 7 16 7 16 3 20 5 36 
  
 
 
Note.  *Significance level = .05.  Significant p values are in bold
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There were no significant differences for Q17 (technical preparation for creating 
online courses), F(2, 114) = 0.74, p = 0.48.  This means that all years of experience 
category responded similarly.  
Also, there were no significant differences for Q18 (extent to which faculty 
members had formal training in technical aspects of creating online courses AFTER 
receiving formal training), F(2, 112) = 0.41, p = 0.67.  All years of experience responded 
similarly.  
There were no significant differences of means for Q24 (technical preparation for 
creating online course PRIOR to receiving formal training), F(2, 113) = 0.73, p = 0.48.  
All years of experience responded similarly.  
There were no significant differences of means for Q25 (online instructional 
design preparation for teaching online AFTER receiving formal training), F(2, 113) = 
0.30, p = 0.74.  All years of experience responded similarly. 
There also were no significant differences of means for Q54 (formal training in 
instructional design of creating online courses), F(2, 114) = 0.53, p = 0.59.  All years of 
experience responded similarly. 
ANOVAs for RQ3&4 by faculty rank.   Prior to conducting the ANOVAs, 
descriptive statistics for RQ3&4 ordinal items by rank were calculated.  See Table 34 for 
the means and standard deviation.  
  For Table 35, ANOVAs were calculated for Questions (16,17,18, 24, 25, 54) by 
faculty rank, the results were as follows: 
 No significant differences of means for question 16 (technical preparation for 
creating online course PRIOR to receiving formal training), F(4, 111) = 0.15, p = 0.25. 
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Table 32  
 
Descriptive Statistics for Research Question 3 and 4 Ordinal Item by Experience 
 
Question Experience  
 In years n M SD 
Q16 How would you rate your technical preparation for 
creating online course PRIOR to receiving formal 
training? 
 
0-5  9 3.78 1.20 
6-11  26 3.54 1.65 
≥12 81 3.79 1.63 
Total 116 3.73 1.60 
Q17 To what extent have you had formal training in 
technical aspects of creating online courses? 
 
0-5  10 3.30 0.82 
6-11  26 3.12 1.21 
≥12 81 3.38 0.90 
Total 117 3.32 0.97 
Q18 How would you rate your technical preparation for 
creating online courses AFTER receiving formal 
training? 
 
0-5  8 2.25 1.58 
6-11  26 2.58 1.65 
≥12 81 2.75 1.64 
Total 115 2.68 1.63 
Q24 How would you rate your online instructional 
design training preparation PRIOR to receiving formal 
training? 
 
0-5  9 4.22 1.48 
6-11  26 3.58 1.65 
≥12 81 3.98 1.70 
Total 116 3.91 1.67 
Q25 How would you rate your online instructional 
design preparation for teaching online AFTER receiving 
formal training? 
 
0-5  9 3.00 2.12 
6-11  26 2.65 1.83 
≥12 81 2.98 1.86 
Total 116 2.91 1.86 
Q54 To what extent have you had formal training in 
instructional design of creating online courses? 
0-5  10 3.80 1.03 
6-11  26 3.38 1.06 
≥12 81 3.52 1.10 
Total 117 3.51 1.08 
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Table 33  
ANOVA test for Research Question 3 and 4 Ordinal Item by Years of Experience 
  
SS df SM F p
* ի2 
Q16 How would you rate your 
technical preparation for creating 
online course PRIOR to receiving 
formal training? 
Between Groups 1.27 2 0.63 0.25 0.78 0.00 
Within Groups 291.45 113 2.58    
Total 292.72 115     
Q17 To what extent have you had 
formal training in technical aspects 
of creating online courses? 
Between Groups 1.41 2 0.70 0.74 0.48 0.01 
Within Groups 107.89 114 0.95    
Total 109.30 116     
Q18 How would you rate your 
technical preparation for creating 
online courses AFTER receiving 
formal training? 
Between Groups 2.19 2 1.09 0.41 0.67 0.00 
Within Groups 300.91 112 2.69    
Total 303.10 114     
Q24 How would you rate your online 
instructional design training 
preparation PRIOR to receiving 
formal training? 
Between Groups 4.10 2 2.05 0.73 0.48 0.01 
Within Groups 315.85 113 2.80    
Total 319.96 115     
Q25 How would you rate your online 
instructional design preparation for 
teaching online AFTER receiving 
formal training? 
Between Groups 2.12 2 1.06 0.30 0.74  0.01 
Within Groups 397.84 113 3.52    
Total 399.96 115     
Q54 To what extent have you had 
formal training in instructional 
design of creating online courses? 
Between Groups 1.25 2 0.63 0.53 0.59  0.01 
Within Groups 133.98 114 1.18    
Total 135.23 116     
        
Note.  *Significance level = .05.  
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 There were no significant differences for Q16 (extent to which faculty members 
had formal training in technical aspects of creating online courses AFTER receiving 
formal training), F(4, 110) = 1.45, p = 0.22.  There were no significant differences of 
means for Q24 (technical preparation for creating online course PRIOR to receiving 
formal training), F(4, 111) = 2.32, p = 0.06.  There were no significant differences of 
means for Q54 (formal training in instructional design of creating online courses), F(4, 
112) = 1.86, p = 0.12. 
There was a significant difference in means for Q17 (level of formal training in 
technical aspects of creating online courses) by faculty rank, F(4, 112) = 2.69, p = 0.02, 
ի2 = 0.10.  There was homogeneity of variance, as assessed by Levene's test of 
homogeneity of variances (p = 0.37).  The means for the groups by faculty rank were as 
follows: Instructor (M = 2.8), Adjunct/Part Time (M = 3.18), Assistant Professor (M = 
3.26), Full professors (M = 3.55), and for Associate Professor (M = 3.59).  The effect 
size ի2= 0.was small.  
Pairwise comparisons of the means using Tukey’s Honestly Significant Difference 
procedure indicated that the differences between Instructors and Associate Professors 
were significant (p = 0.02), and the difference between Instructors and Full Professors 
was also significant (p = 0.04). 
There were significant differences in the means for Q25 (online instructional design 
preparation for teaching online AFTER receiving formal training) by faculty rank F(4, 
111) = 4.25, p = 0.00, ի2 = 0.13.  There was no homogeneity of variance, as assessed 
by Levene's test of homogeneity of variances (p < .001); therefore, Brown-Forsythe 
ANOVA was conducted.  The means for the groups by faculty rank ordered from low to 
197 
high were as follows: Instructor (M = 1.88), Assistant Professor (M = 2.33), Associate 
Professor (M = 3.14), Adjunct/Part Time (M = 3.55), and for Full Professor (M = 3.58).  
Effect size was medium.  Pairwise comparisons of the means using Tukey’s Honestly 
Significant Difference procedure indicated that there were no significant pairwise 
differences between the different faculty ranks.  
ANOVAs for RQ3&4 by number of courses taught fully online.   Prior to 
conducting the ANOVAs, descriptive statistics for RQ3&4 ordinal items by number of 
courses fully taught online were calculated.  See Table 36 for the means and standard 
deviations.  For Table 37, ANOVAs were calculated for Questions 16, 17, 18, 24, 25, 54 
by number of online courses taught, the results are discussed below. 
There were significant differences in the means for Q16 (technical preparation for 
creating online course PRIOR to receiving formal training) by number of courses taught 
fully online, F(4, 111) = 4.51, p = 0.02, ի2 = 0.14.  There was homogeneity of variance, 
as assessed by Levene's test of homogeneity of variances (p = 0.62).  The means for 
the groups by number of courses taught fully online were as follows: 21 or more (M = 
2.55), 5 courses or less (M = 3.87), 6-10 courses (M = 4.16), 11-20 courses (M = 4.22), 
and for no courses (M = 4.44).  The effect size was large.  Pairwise comparisons of the 
means using Tukey’s Honestly Significant Difference procedure indicated that the 
differences in means between (21 or more courses) was significantly lower than all 
other categories: for 5 courses or less (p = 0.06), 6-10 courses (p = 0.03), 11-20 
courses (p = 0.05).  There were significant differences in the means for Q24 (online 
instructional design training preparation PRIOR to receiving formal training) by number 
of courses taught fully online, F (4, 111) = 3.46, p = 0.01, ի2= 0.11.  
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Table 34  
Descriptive Statistics for Research Question 3 and 4 Ordinal Item by Rank 
Question Rank n M SD 
Q16 How would you rate your technical 
preparation for creating online course 
PRIOR to receiving formal training? 
 
Adjunct/Part Time 11 3.73 1.62 
Instructor 25 3.24 1.51 
Assistant Professor 18 3.28 1.64 
Associate Professor 29 3.97 1.50 
Full Professor 33 4.15 1.64 
Total 116 3.73 1.60 
Q17 To what extent have you had formal 
training in technical aspects of creating 
online courses? 
 
Adjunct/Part Time 11 3.18 0.87 
Instructor 25 2.80 0.96 
Assistant Professor 19 3.26 0.87 
Associate Professor 29 3.59 0.78 
Full Professor 33 3.55 1.09 
Total 117 3.32 0.97 
Q18 How would you rate your technical 
preparation for creating online courses 
AFTER receiving formal training? 
 
Adjunct/Part Time 11 2.36 1.36 
Instructor 25 2.28 1.65 
Assistant Professor 18 2.33 1.50 
Associate Professor 29 2.83 1.58 
Full Professor 32 3.16 1.76 
Total 115 2.68 1.63 
Q24 How would you rate your online 
instructional design training preparation 
PRIOR to receiving formal training? 
 
Adjunct/Part Time 11 4.18 1.17 
Instructor 25 3.72 1.81 
Assistant Professor 18 3.28 1.60 
Associate Professor 29 3.62 1.54 
Full Professor 33 4.55 1.70 
 Total 116 3.91 1.67 
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Table 34 (continued) 
 
Question Rank n M SD 
 
Q25 How would you rate your online 
instructional design preparation for 
teaching online AFTER receiving formal 
training? 
 
Adjunct/Part Time 11 3.55 1.86 
Instructor 25 1.88 1.42 
Assistant Professor 18 2.33 1.61 
Associate Professor 29 3.14 1.77 
Full Professor 33 3.58 2.03 
Total 116 2.91 1.86 
Q54 To what extent have you had formal 
training in instructional design of creating 
online courses? 
Adjunct/Part Time 11 3.64 0.92 
Instructor 25 3.04 1.17 
Assistant Professor 19 3.47 1.02 
Associate Professor 29 3.59 0.91 
Full Professor 33 3.79 1.17 
Total 117 3.51 1.08 
 
  
200 
Table 35 
ANOVA Test for Research Question 3 and 4 Ordinal Items by Rank 
  
SS df SM F p
* ի2 
Q16 How would you rate your 
technical preparation for creating 
online course PRIOR to receiving 
formal training? 
Between Groups 17.15 4 4.29 1.73 0.15 0.06 
Within Groups 275.56 111 2.48    
Total 292.72 115     
Q17 To what extent have you had 
formal training in technical aspects 
of creating online courses? 
Between Groups 10.76 4 2.69 3.06 
0.02 0.10 
Within Groups 98.54 112 0.88    
Total 109.30 116     
Q18 How would you rate your 
technical preparation for creating 
online courses AFTER receiving 
formal training? 
Between Groups 15.15 4 3.79 1.45 0.22 0.05 
Within Groups 287.94 110 2.62    
Total 303.10 114     
Q24 How would you rate your online 
instructional design training 
preparation PRIOR to receiving 
formal training? 
Between Groups 24.66 4 6.17 2.32 0.06 0.08 
Within Groups 295.30 111 2.66    
Total 319.96 115     
Q25 How would you rate your online 
instructional design preparation for 
teaching online AFTER receiving 
formal training? 
Between Groups 53.08 4 13.27 4.25 
<.001 0.13 
Within Groups 346.88 111 3.13  
 
 
Total 399.96 115   
 
 
Q54 To what extent have you had 
formal training in instructional 
design of creating online courses? 
Between Groups 8.44 4 2.11 1.86 0.12 0.06 
Within Groups 126.79 112 1.13    
Total 135.23 116     
Note.  *Significance level = .05.  Significant p values are in bold.  
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There was homogeneity of variance, as assessed by Levene's test of homogeneity 
of variances (p = 0.33).  
The means for the groups by number of courses taught fully online were as 
follows: 21 or more (M = 2.86), 6-10 courses (M = 4.00), 5 courses or less (M = 4.07), 
no courses (M = 4.33), and for 11-20 courses (M = 4.89).  The effect size was small.  
Pairwise comparisons of the means using Tukey’s Honestly Significant Difference 
procedure indicated that the differences in means between (21 or more courses) were 
significantly lower than for 5 courses or less (p = 0.03), 6-10 courses (p = 0.03), and 11-
20 courses (p = 0.02).  
     On the other hand; the following items were not significant.  
There were no significant differences for Q17 (technical preparation for creating 
online courses), F(4, 112) = 1.74, p = 0.15.  There were no significant differences for 
Q18 (extent to which faculty members had formal training in technical aspects of 
creating online courses AFTER receiving formal training), F(4, 110) = 2.00, p = 0.10.  
There were no significant differences of means for Q25 (online instructional design 
preparation for teaching online AFTER receiving formal training), F(4, 111) =1.93, p = 
0.11.  Also, there were no significant differences of means for Q54 (formal training in 
instructional design of creating online courses), F (4, 112) = 1.61, p = 0.18. 
ANOVAs for RQ3&4 by number of blended courses.  Prior to conducting the 
ANOVAs, descriptive statistics for RQ3&4 ordinal items by the number of blended 
courses taught were calculated.  See Table 38 for the means and standard deviations.  
Courses Taught Fully Online 
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Table 36  
 
Descriptive Statistics for Research Question 3 and 4 Ordinal Item by Number of 
Courses Taught Online 
Question Rank  
  n M SD 
Q16 How would you rate your technical 
preparation for creating online course 
PRIOR to receiving formal training? 
 
None 6 4.33 1.63 
5 or fewer 54 3.87 1.54 
6 - 10 25 4.16 1.60 
11 - 20 9 4.22 1.56 
21 or more 22 2.55 1.22 
Total 116 3.73 1.60 
Q17 To what extent have you had formal 
training in technical aspects of creating 
online courses? 
 
None 6 4.00 0.63 
5 or fewer 55 3.44 0.94 
6 - 10 25 3.16 0.99 
11 - 20 9 3.33 1.12 
21 or more 22 3.00 0.98 
Total 117 3.32 0.97 
Q18 How would you rate your technical 
preparation for creating online courses 
AFTER receiving formal training? 
 
None 6 3.33 1.75 
5 or fewer 54 2.76 1.76 
6 - 10 24 2.92 1.50 
11 - 20 9 3.11 1.69 
21 or more 22 1.86 1.17 
Total 115 2.68 1.63 
Q24 How would you rate your online 
instructional design training preparation 
PRIOR to receiving formal training? 
 
None 6 4.33 1.86 
5 or fewer 54 4.07 1.61 
6 - 10 25 4.00 1.50 
11 - 20 9 4.89 1.17 
21 or more 22 2.86 1.75 
Total 116 3.91 1.67 
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Table 36 (continued) 
 
 
Question Rank  
  n M SD 
Q25 How would you rate your online 
instructional design preparation for teaching 
online AFTER receiving formal training? 
 
None 6 4.00 2.19 
5 or fewer 54 2.89 1.90 
6 - 10 25 2.92 1.61 
11 - 20 9 3.89 1.96 
21 or more 22 2.23 1.77 
Total 116 2.91 1.86 
Q54 To what extent have you had formal 
training in instructional design of creating 
online courses? 
None 6 3.83 0.98 
5 or fewer 55 3.62 1.08 
6 - 10 25 3.48 1.12 
11 - 20 9 3.89 0.93 
21 or more 22 3.05 1.05 
Total 117 3.51 1.08 
 
 
For Table 39, ANOVAs were calculated for Questions 16, 17, 18, 24, 25, 54 by 
number of blended courses taught, the results are discussed in the following sections.  
There were no significant differences of means for Q16 (technical preparation for 
creating online course PRIOR to receiving formal training), F(3, 112) = 0.28, p = 0.48. 
There were no significant differences for Q17 (technical preparation for creating online 
courses), F(3, 113) = 0.79, p = 0.50.  
      Also, there were no significant differences for Q18 (extent to which faculty 
members had formal training in technical aspects of creating online courses AFTER 
receiving formal training), F(3, 111) = 0.05, p = 0.98.  
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Table 37  
 
ANOVA for Research Question 3 and 4 Ordinal Items by Number of Blended 
Courses Taught 
 
  
SS df SM F p* ի
2 
Q16 How would you rate your 
technical preparation for creating 
online course PRIOR to receiving 
formal training? 
Between Groups 40.92 4 10.23 4.51 
0.02 0.14 
Within Groups 251.80 111 2.27    
Total 292.72 115     
Q17 To what extent have you had 
formal training in technical aspects 
of creating online courses? 
Between Groups 6.41 4 1.60 1.74 0.15 0.06 
Within Groups 102.89 112 0.92    
Total 109.30 116     
Q18 How would you rate your 
technical preparation for creating 
online courses AFTER receiving 
formal training? 
Between Groups 20.58 4 5.14 2.00 0.10 0.07 
Within Groups 282.52 110 2.57    
Total 303.10 114     
Q24 How would you rate your online 
instructional design training 
preparation PRIOR to receiving 
formal training? 
Between Groups 35.44 4 8.86 3.46 
0.01 0.11 
Within Groups 284.52 111 2.56    
Total 319.96 115     
Q25 How would you rate your online 
instructional design preparation for 
teaching online AFTER receiving 
formal training? 
Between Groups 26.03 4 6.51 1.93 0.11 0.07 
Within Groups 373.93 111 3.37    
Total 399.96 115     
Q54 To what extent have you had 
formal training in instructional 
design of creating online courses? 
Between Groups 7.33 4 1.83 1.61 0.18 0.05 
Within Groups 127.90 112 1.14    
Total 135.23 116     
Note.  *Significance level = .05.  Significant p values are in bold.  
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There were no significant differences of means for Q24 (technical preparation for 
creating online course PRIOR to receiving formal training), F(3, 111) = 0.55, p = 0.65. 
     There were no significant differences of means for Q25 (online instructional design 
preparation for teaching online AFTER receiving formal training), F(3, 112) = 0.91, p = 
0.44.  There were no significant differences of means for Q54 (formal training in 
instructional design of creating online courses), F(3, 113) = 1.07, p = 0.37. 
Independent samples t-test results for RQ3&4 by gender.   For Table 40,  
independent-samples t tests were run to determine if there were differences in 
responses for the ordinal questions by gender.  However, none of the results were 
significant.   
Findings for Research Question 5 
 Following the process of transitioning courses from face-to-face to online, what 
delivery format do USF faculty prefer?   
General perceptions of faculty members on the delivery format preferred.  
The nominal questions and ordinal questions are discussed in this section.   
Nominal questions.  As seen in Table 41, 55% of the participants indicated that 
the teaching formats that best served the learning process (Q30) were the blended 
sessions (online and face-to-face), followed by 44% who thought it depended on the 
course.  This depends on the course size if it includes large courses (elective, general 
courses) then blended is more suitable, if it is a graduate level course then fully online is 
more suitable, because graduate courses tend to require more independent and critical 
thinking, and graduate students have more discipline 
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Table 38  
 
Descriptive Statistics for Research Question 3 and 4 Ordinal Items by Number of 
Blended course taught  
 
Question 
Courses 
 
 n M SD 
Q16 How would you rate your technical preparation for 
creating online course PRIOR to receiving formal 
training? 
 
None 43 3.86 1.73 
≤5 44 3.57 1.47 
6 -10  15 3.87 1.69 
≥11  14 3.71 1.59 
Total 116 3.73 1.60 
Q17 To what extent have you had formal training in 
technical aspects of creating online courses? 
 
None 44 3.27 0.95 
≤5 44 3.20 1.03 
6 -10  15 3.53 0.99 
≥11  14 3.57 0.85 
Total 117 3.32 0.97 
Q18 How would you rate your technical preparation for 
creating online courses AFTER receiving formal 
training? 
 
None 43 2.65 1.70 
≤5 44 2.64 1.54 
6 -10  14 2.79 1.76 
≥11  14 2.79 1.72 
Total 115 2.68 1.63 
Q24 How would you rate your online instructional 
design training preparation PRIOR to receiving formal 
training? 
 
None 43 3.81 1.76 
≤5 44 3.80 1.64 
6 -10  15 4.40 1.40 
≥11  14 4.00 1.80 
Total 116 3.91 1.67 
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Table 38 (continued) 
 
Question 
Courses 
 
 n M SD 
Q25 How would you rate your online instructional 
design preparation for teaching online AFTER receiving 
formal training? 
 
None 43 2.65 1.79 
≤5 44 2.84 1.84 
6 -10  15 3.40 2.03 
≥11  14 3.36 2.02 
Total 116 2.91 1.87 
Q54 To what extent have you had formal training in 
instructional design of creating online courses? 
None 44 3.32 1.07 
≤5 44 3.55 1.15 
6 -10  15 3.67 0.98 
≥11  14 3.86 0.95 
Total 117 3.51 1.08 
     
 
 
Of the respondents, 39% said it depended on the learner.  This depends on the 
learner’s self-motivation, the learner’s level (graduate/undergraduate), and whether a 
required course or an elective.  An additional 24% indicated that it depended on 
implementing interactive online materials, 19% stated that it should be online only, and 
10% indicated that it should include web conferencing programs.  
In addition, 56% of participants used web conferencing programs to hold 
discussion sessions with their students (Q33), and 44% did not use any web 
conferencing programs at all.  Of the participants, 48% used web conferencing 
programs 2-3 times a semester (Q34), 25% used them every week, 11% used them for 
one time a semester, and 16% used them on other times, such as bi-weekly or monthly. 
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Table 39  
 
ANOVA Test for Research Questions 3 and 4 Ordinal Items by Number of Blended 
Courses 
 
  
SS df SM F p
* ի2 
Q16 How would you rate your 
technical preparation for creating 
online course PRIOR to receiving 
formal training? 
Between Groups 2.17 3 0.72 0.28 0.84 0.01 
Within Groups 290.55 112 2.59    
Total 292.72 115     
Q17 To what extent have you had 
formal training in technical aspects 
of creating online courses? 
Between Groups 2.25 3 0.75 0.79 0.50 0.02 
Within Groups 107.05 113 0.95    
Total 109.30 116     
Q18 How would you rate your 
technical preparation for creating 
online courses AFTER receiving 
formal training? 
Between Groups 0.43 3 0.14 0.05 0.98 0.00 
Within Groups 302.66 111 2.73    
Total 303.10 114     
Q24 How would you rate your online 
instructional design training 
preparation PRIOR to receiving 
formal training? 
Between Groups 4.69 3 1.56 0.55 0.65 0.01 
Within Groups 315.27 112 2.81    
Total 319.96 115     
Q25 How would you rate your online 
instructional design preparation for 
teaching online AFTER receiving 
formal training? 
Between Groups 9.49 3 3.16 0.91 0.44 0.02 
Within Groups 390.47 112 3.49    
Total 399.96 115    
 
Q54 To what extent have you had 
formal training in instructional 
design of creating online courses? 
Between Groups 3.73 3 1.24 1.07 0.37 0.03 
Within Groups 131.50 113 1.16    
Total 135.23 116     
        
Note.  *Significance level = .05.  
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Table 40  
Independent Samples T-test Results for Research Question 3 and 4 by Gender 
 Levene's Test  t test for Equality of means Effect 95% CIa  
Question F p* t df p
* MD d Up Low 
 Means   
 Gender N M SD  
Q16.  How would you rate your technical preparation for creating 
online course PRIOR to receiving formal training? 
13.64 <.001 0.37 78.2 0.71 0.12 0.07 -0.52 0.76 
 Male 46 3.80 1.86 
 
 Female 70 3.69 1.41 
 
Q17.  To what extent have you had formal training in technical 
aspects of creating online courses? 
0.09 0.77 -1.08 115 0.28 -0.20 0.20 -0.84 0.00 
 
Male 46 3.20 1.05 
 
 
Female 71 3.39 0.92 
     
Q18.  How would you rate your technical preparation for creating 
online courses AFTER receiving formal training? 
0.22 0.64 -0.26 113 0.80 -0.08 0.05 -0.70 0.54 
 
Male 46 2.63 1.66 
 
 
Female 69 2.71 1.62 
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Table 40 (continued)  
 
 Levene's Test  t test for Equality of means Effect 95% CIa  
Question F p
* t df p* MD d Low Up 
 Means   
 Gender N M SD  
Q24.  How would you rate your online instructional design training 
preparation PRIOR to receiving formal training? 
1.00 0.32 -0.53 114 0.60 -0.17 0.10 -0.80 0.46 
 
Male 46 3.80 1.77 
  
 
Female 70 3.97 1.61 
 
      
Q25.  How would you rate your online instructional design 
preparation for teaching online AFTER receiving formal training? 0.01 0.92 -0.57 114 0.57 -0.20 0.11 -0.91 0.50 
 
Male 46 2.78 1.87 
  
 
Female 70 2.99 1.87 
 
Q54.  To what extent have you had formal training in instructional 
design of creating online courses? 1.03 0.31 -0.45 115 0.65 -0.09 0.09 -0.50 0.31 
 
Male 46 3.46 1.15 
  
 
Female 71 3.55 1.04 
 
Note.  aCI = Confidence Interval, Low = Lower, Up = Upper, * = Significance level = .05.  
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When participants were asked if they would recommend using web conference 
programs in online course (Q35), 44% answered yes, 49% answered sometimes, and 
6% answered no.  The no reasons were mainly due to technical problems.  But, when 
asked why would they recommend using web conferencing programs in online courses 
(Q37), 60% stated it provided a more interactive environment, 34% thought it enhanced 
the reinforcement of the material, 30% thought it provides flexibility in delivery, 18% 
believed it helped in tracking whether the students are following up or not, and 29% 
selected Other.  The Other reasons included the ability to pay attention to students’ 
different learning styles and the ability of allowing students to collaborate in real time.  
The most preferred delivery method (Q38) according to 50% of the participants 
was asynchronous, followed by both synchronous and asynchronous methods (36%), 
and 11% selected synchronous (learning setting where students and the instructor 
interact at the same time using some interaction tool), while 43% selected Other. Since 
this percentage of participants checking Other was the largest.  The responses to Q38 
are provided in Appendix V.  Faculty seemed to have intense feelings about this 
question.  Some of the faculty required their students to attend synchronous web 
conferencing sessions (Q39) 18%, while 82% did not require them to attend these 
sessions. However, 54% of faculty required their students to participate in the 
asynchronous recorded presentation (Q40), while 46% did not require the students to 
participate.  The faculty ensured that their students participated in the asynchronous 
recorded presentation (Q41) by posting on discussion board (29%), taking a quiz (28%), 
having a separate activity using the information they learned in the session (24%) 
and giving students questions after they viewed the session (13%). 
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Table 41 
Nominal Item Frequencies for Research Question 5 
Question Frequencies 95% CIa  
Option n % Low 
% 
Up 
% 
Q30 Based on your online teaching experience, which of the following teaching formats best serves the 
learning process? 
 
Online only 23 19 12 26 
Blended sessions (online and face-to-face) 66 55 46 63 
Web conferencing programs 12 10 5 15 
Depends on the learner 47 39 30 48 
Interactive online material 29 24 16 32 
Depends on the course 53 44 35 53 
 
Q33. Have you used any web conferencing programs for holding discussions with your students in your 
online courses? 
 
Yes 64 56 47 64  
No 51 44 36 53 
 
Q34. How many times have you used the web conferencing programs per semester? 
 
1 time 7 11 5 19  
2-3 times 30 48 35 60  
Every week 16 25 14 37  
Other 10 16 8 25 
Q35. Do you recommend using web conferencing programs in your online courses? 
 
Yes 28 44 33 57  
No 4 6 2 13  
Sometimes 
31 49 37 60 
Q37 Why would you recommend using web conferencing programs in your online courses? 
 It provides a more interactive environment. 73 60 52 69  
It helps in tracking whether the students are following up or not. 22 18 11 25  
It provides flexibility in delivery. 36 30 22 38  
It enhances the reinforcement of the material. 41 34 25 42 
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Table 41(continued) 
 
Question Frequencies 95% CIa  
Option n % Low 
% 
Up 
% 
Q38 Which delivery method do you most prefer? 
 Synchronous (Learning setting where students and the instructor 
interact at the same time using some interaction tool) 
13 11 5 16 
Asynchronous (Learning setting where students and instructors 
can interact at different times) 
61 50 42 59 
Both methods 44 36 28 45 
Q39. Do you require your students to attend synchronous discussions using any web conferencing 
program, if you hold any? 
 
Yes 21 18 11 26  
No 93 82 74 89 
Q40. Do you require your students to participate in the asynchronous recorded presentations, if you 
hold any? 
 
Yes 34 54 41 65  
No 29 46 35 59 
Q41 If you are using asynchronous recorded presentations how would you ensure that the students are 
participating in the activities? 
 Giving students Questions after they view the session 16 13 7 19 
Having a separate activity using the information they learned in 
the session 
29 24 16 32 
Taking a Quiz 34 28 20 36 
Posting on discussion board 35 29 21 37 
Note.  aCI = Confidence interval, Low = Lower, Up = Upper.  
 
Ordinal questions.  As seen in Table 42, when participants were asked about 
the extent they recommend using web conferencing programs in their online courses 
(Q36), given a Likert scale from 1 to 5, where 1 is extensive and 5 is none, the mean 
was 3.14 which means to some extent.  
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Results for RQ5 chi-square tests.  The second part of research questions three 
and four was Are there differences in responses based on gender, faculty position, 
years teaching in higher education institutions, and total number of courses taught 
whether fully online or blended?  
To answer this part for the nominal questions of the survey (30, 33, 34, 35, 37, 
38, 39, 40, and 41), chi-square tests of independence were used.  
The results of those tests for research question five are discussed next.  
Cross table for RQ5 with experience.  Table 42 presents the ordinal item 
descriptive statistics for RQ5 (Q36).  Chi-square tests of independence were conducted 
between each option of the nominal questions answering RQ5 and the years of 
experience variable.  See Table 43 for the chi-square results by years of experience. 
Only the items with significant differences are discussed below.  There were statistically 
significant associations between preferring to have a synchronous delivery method 
(Q38) and the different categories of years of experience, χ2 (2, N = 121) = 6.03, p = 
0.05.  The effect size reported by Φ = 0.22 was medium.  A post hoc analysis indicated 
that the second category (6-11 years) was more motivated by job expectations than 
other groups.  
There were statistically significant associations between requiring students to 
participate in the asynchronous recorded presentation (Q40) and the different 
categories of years of experience, χ2 (2, N = 113) = 8.15, p = 0.02.  The effect size 
reported by Φ = 0.27 was small.  A post hoc analysis indicated that the third category 
(more than 12 years) was less likely to require students to participate in asynchronous 
discussion, while the second category (6-11 years) was more likely to do so.  
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Table 42  
Ordinal Item Frequencies for Research Question 5 
Question Frequencies 95% CIa Statisticsb 
 Option   
Low Up       
  n % % % M Mdn Mo SD SK Rku 
 
Q36. To what extent do you recommend using web conferencing programs in your online 
courses? 
3.14 3.00 3.00 0.83 -0.79 0.18 
1 Extensive 5 5 1 10       
2 A Lot 12 12 6 18       
3 Some 35 34 25 44       
4 Little 33 32 24 41       
5 None 18 17 11 25       
Note.  aCI = Confidence interval, Low = Lower, Up = Upper, bMdn = Median, Mo = Mode, SK = Skewness, Rku =Kurtosis.   
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able 43: Chi-square Test Results for Research Question 5 by Years of Experience 
Table 43 (continued) 
 
 
Questions  Experience in years    
 Option  0-5 6-11 ≥12 Chi Square Effect 
  Choice n % n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q30. Based on your online teaching experience, which of the following teaching formats best serves the learning process?  
 
Online only  Yes 1 8 3 12 19 23 2.64 0.27 2 0.15  
No 11 92 23 88 64 77 
   
 
 
Blended sessions  Yes 5 42 18 69 43 52 3.32 0.19 2 0.17  
No 7 58 8 31 40 48 
   
 
 
Web conferencing programs Yes 1 8 3 12 8 10 0.12 0.94 2 0.03  
No 11 92 23 88 75 90 
   
 
 
Depends on the learner Yes 2 17 13 50 32 39 3.85 0.15 2 0.18  
No 10 83 13 50 51 61 
   
 
 
Interactive online material Yes 3 25 9 35 17 20 2.18 0.34 2 0.13  
No 9 75 17 65 66 80 
   
 
 
Depends on the course Yes 4 33 15 58 34 41 2.84 0.24 2 0.15  
No 8 67 11 42 49 59 
    
Q33. Have you used any web conferencing programs for holding discussions with your students in your online courses?  
 
  Yes 6 67 16 62 42 53 1.13 0.57 2 0.10  
No 3 33 10 38 38 48 
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Table 43 (continued) 
 
 
 
Questions  Experience in years    
 Option  0-5 6-11 ≥12 Chi Square Effect 
  Choice n % n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q34. How many times have you used the web conferencing programs per semester?  
  
1 time 1 17 1 6 5 12 3.11 0.79 6 0.22  
2-3 times 2 33 10 63 18 44 
    
 
Weekly  2 33 4 25 10 24 
    
 
Other 1 17 1 6 8 20 
    
Q35.  Do you recommend using web conferencing programs in your online courses?  
  
Yes 2 33 9 56 17 41 3.37 0.50 4 0.23  
No 0 0 0 0 4 10 
    
 
Sometimes 4 67 7 44 20 49 
    
Q37.  Why would you recommend using web conferencing programs in your online courses?  
 
It provides a more interactive environment. Yes 6 50 20 77 47 57 4.00 0.14 2 0.18  
No 6 50 6 23 36 43 
   
 
 
It helps in tracking whether the students are following 
up or not. 
Yes 0 0 7 27 15 18 4.00 0.14 2 0.18  
No 12 100 19 73 68 82 
   
 
 
It provides flexibility in delivery. Yes 3 25 10 38 23 28 1.24 0.54 2 0.10  
No 9 75 16 62 60 72 
   
 
218 
Table 43 (continued) 
 
 
 
Questions  Experience in years    
 Option  0-5 6-11 ≥12 Chi Square Effect 
  Choice n % n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q37.  Why would you recommend using web conferencing programs in your online courses? continued 
 
It enhances the reinforcement of the material. Yes 5 42 10 38 26 31 0.81 0.67 2 0.08  
No 7 58 16 62 57 69 
   
 
Q38.  Which delivery method do you most prefer?  
 
Synchronous  Yes 0 0 6 23 7 8 6.03 0.05 2 0.22  
No 12 100 20 77 76 92 
   
 
 
Asynchronous  Yes 6 50 10 38 45 54 1.97 0.37 2 0.13  
No 6 50 16 62 38 46 
   
 
 
Both methods Yes 3 25 12 46 29 35 1.82 0.40 2 0.12  
No 9 75 14 54 54 65 
   
 
Q39. Do you require your students to attend synchronous discussions using any web conferencing program, if you hold any?  
  
Yes 2 22 8 32 11 14 4.32 0.12 2 0.19  
No 7 78 17 68 69 86 
    
Q40. Do you require your students to participate in the asynchronous recorded presentations, if you hold any?  
  
Yes 7 78 17 68 33 42 8.15 0.02 2 0.27  
No 2 22 8 32 46 58 
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Table 43 (continued) 
 
 
 
Questions  Experience in years    
 Option  0-5 6-11 ≥12 Chi Square Effect 
  Choice n % n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q41. If you are using asynchronous recorded presentations how would you ensure that the students are participating in the activities?  
 
Giving students questions after they view the session Yes 1 8 4 15 11 13 0.36 0.84 2 0.05  
No 11 92 22 85 72 87 
   
 
 
Having a separate activity using the information they 
learned in the session 
Yes 4 33 10 38 15 18 5.16 0.08 2 0.21  
No 8 67 16 62 68 82 
    
 
Taking a quiz Yes 4 33 10 38 20 24 2.20 0.33 2 0.13  
No 8 67 16 62 63 76 
   
 
 
Posting on discussion board Yes 6 50 11 42 18 22 6.97 0.03 2 0.24  
No 6 50 15 58 65 78 
   
 
 
Collaborating with their group members Yes 3 25 5 19 9 11 2.48 0.29 2 0.14  
No 9 75 21 81 74 89 
   
 
Note.  *Significance level = .05.  Significant p values are in bold.   
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There were statistically significant associations between having the students post 
on the discussion board to ensure that they participate in the activities of the 
asynchronous recorded presentations Q41 and the different categories of years of 
faculty experience, χ2 (2, N = 121) = 6.97, p = 0.03.  The effect size reported by Φ = 
0.24 was small.  A post hoc analysis indicated that individuals from the third category (≥ 
12 years) were less likely to require students to post on discussion boards.  
Cross table for RQ5 with gender.  Chi-square tests of independence were 
conducted between each option of the nominal questions that answered RQ3&4 by 
gender.  The findings are summarized in Table 44.  Only significant findings are 
discussed.  There were statistically significant associations between the preference of 
using blended sessions (online and face-to-face) as the best teaching format (Q30) and 
gender χ2 (1, N = 121) = 4.46, p = 0.04.  The effect size reported by Φ = -0.19, which is 
considered small.  Of the respondents, 62% of female faculty members had more 
preference than 43% of males to use blended sessions.  
Cross table for RQ5 with faculty rank.  Chi-square tests of independence were 
conducted between each option of the nominal questions that answered RQ5 by the 
faculty rank of the respondents.  The findings are summarized in Table 45.  Only 
significant findings are discussed.  There were statistically significant associations 
between requiring students to participate in the asynchronous recorded presentation 
(Q40) and the faculty rank, χ2 (4, N = 113) = 12.57, p = 0.01.  The effect size reported 
by Φ = 0.33 was medium.  Full professors were less likely to require students 
 to participate in asynchronous recorded presentations, while assistant professors were 
more likely to do so.  
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Table 44: Chi-square Test Results for Research Question 5 by Gender 
Table 44 (continued) 
 
 
 
Question  Gender Statistical Tests  
 Option  Male Female Chi Square Effect 
 
 
Choice n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q30. Based on your online teaching experience, which of the following teaching formats best serves the learning process? 
 
Online only Yes 8 17 15 20 0.20 0.66 1 -0.04 
 No 39 83 59 80 
  
 
 
 
Blended sessions Yes 20 43 46 62 4.46 0.04 1 -0.19 
 No 27 57 28 38 
  
 
 
 
Web conferencing programs Yes 3 6 9 12 1.07 0.30 1 -0.09 
 No 44 94 65 88 
  
 
 
 
Depends on the learner Yes 18 38 29 39 0.01 0.92 1 -0.01 
 No 29 62 45 61 
  
 
 
 
Interactive online material Yes 9 19 20 27 0.98 0.32 1 -0.09 
 No 38 81 54 73 
  
 
 
 
Depends on the course Yes 19 40 34 46 0.36 0.55 1 -0.05 
 No 28 60 40 54 
  
 
 
Q33. Have you used any web conferencing programs for holding discussions with your students in your online courses? 
 
 
Yes 24 52 40 58 0.38 0.54 1 -0.06 
 No 22 48 29 42 
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Table 44 (continued) 
 
 
 
Question  Gender Statistical Tests  
 Option  Male Female Chi Square Effect 
 
 
Choice n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q34. How many times have you used the web conferencing programs per semester? 
 
 
1 time 1 4 6 15 4.08 0.25 3 0.25 
 2-3 times 12 50 18 46 
  
 
 
 Every week 5 21 11 28 
  
 
 
 Other 6 25 4 10 
  
 
 
Q35.  Do you recommend using web conferencing programs in your online courses? 
 
 
Yes 11 46 17 44 2.77 0.25 2 0.21 
 No 3 13 1 3 
  
 
 
 Sometimes 10 42 21 54 
  
 
 
Q37.  Why would you recommend using web conferencing programs in your online courses? 
 
It provides a more interactive environment. Yes 28 60 45 61 0.02 0.89 1 -0.01 
 No 19 40 29 39 
  
 
 
 
It helps in tracking whether the students are following up or 
not. 
Yes 7 15 15 20 0.56 0.45 1 -0.07 
 No 40 85 59 80 
  
 
 
 
It provides flexibility in delivery. Yes 11 23 25 34 1.48 0.22 1 -0.11 
 No 36 77 49 66 
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Table 44 (continued) 
 
 
 
Question  Gender Statistical Tests  
 Option  Male Female Chi Square Effect 
 
 
Choice n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q37.  Why would you recommend using web conferencing programs in your online courses? 
 
It enhances the reinforcement of the material. Yes 12 26 29 39 2.39 0.12 1 -0.14 
 No 35 74 45 61 
  
 
 
Q38.  Which delivery method do you most prefer? 
 
Synchronous  Yes 7 15 6 8 1.38 0.24 1 0.11 
 No 40 85 68 92 
  
 
 
 
Asynchronous Yes 26 55 35 47 0.74 0.39 1 0.08 
 No 21 45 39 53 
  
 
 
 
Both methods Yes 16 34 28 38 0.18 0.67 1 -0.04 
 No 31 66 46 62 
  
 
 
Q39. Do you require your students to attend synchronous discussions using any web conferencing program, if you hold any? 
 
 
Yes 8 17 13 19 0.05 0.82 1 -0.02 
 No 38 83 55 81 
  
 
 
 
Q40. Do you require your students to participate in the asynchronous recorded presentations, if you hold any?  
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Table 44 (continued) 
 
 
 
Question  Gender Statistical Tests  
 Option  Male Female Chi Square Effect 
 
 
Choice n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
 
 
Yes 24 52 33 49 0.09 0.76 1 0.03 
 No 22 48 34 51 
  
 
 
Q41. If you are using asynchronous recorded presentations how would you ensure that the students are participating in the activities? 
 
Giving students questions after they view the session Yes 7 15 9 12 0.19 0.67 1 0.04 
 No 40 85 65 88 
  
 
 
 
Having a separate activity using the information they learned 
in the session 
Yes 10 21 19 26 0.31 0.58 1 -0.05 
 No 37 79 55 74 
  
 
 
 
Taking a quiz Yes 14 30 20 27 0.11 0.74 1 0.03 
 No 33 70 54 73 
  
 
 
 
Posting on discussion board Yes 13 28 22 30 0.06 0.81 1 -0.02 
 No 34 72 52 70 
  
 
 
 
Collaborating with their group members Yes 7 15 10 14 0.05 0.83 1 0.02 
 No 40 85 64 86 
  
 
 
Note.  *Significance level = .05.  Significant p values are in bold. 
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There were statistically significant associations between faculty members having 
students take a separate activity using the information they learned in the session to 
ensure that the students participate in the asynchronous recorded presentations and the 
faculty rank (Q41), χ2 (4, N = 121) = 13.38, p = 0.01.  The effect size reported by Φ = 
0.33 is medium.  Post hoc analysis revealed that full professors were less likely than 
expected to require students to take separate activities, while instructors were more 
likely to do so.  
There were statistically significant associations between having students post on 
discussion board to ensure that the students participate in the asynchronous recorded 
presentations (Q41) and the faculty rank, χ2 (4, N = 121) = 9.94, p = 0.04.  The effect 
size reported by Φ = 0.29 was small.  Post-hoc analysis revealed that full professors 
were less likely to require students to post to discussion boards.   
Cross table for RQ5 with number of courses fully taught online.  Chi-square 
tests of independence were conducted for each option of the nominal questions that 
answered RQ5 by number of courses fully taught online.  The findings are summarized 
in Table 46.  Only significant findings are discussed.  
There were statistically significant associations between thinking that online 
courses are the best teaching format (Q30) and the number of courses taught fully 
online, χ2 (4, N = 121) = 11.41, p = 0.02.  The effect size reported by Φ = 0.31 was 
medium.  Post hoc analysis revealed that the faculty members who taught 21 or more 
courses were more likely to prefer online teaching format.  
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Table 45: Chi-square Test Results for Research Question 5 by University Rank 
Table 45 (continued)  
 
 
Question  
 
Adjunct 
Part Time 
Instructor 
Assistant 
Professor 
Associate 
Professor 
Full 
Professor 
Chi Square Effect 
 Option Choice  n % n % n % n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q30. Based on your online teaching experience, which of the following teaching formats best serves the learning process? 
 
Online only Yes 4 36 5 19 4 20 5 17 5 15 2.68 0.61 4 0.15 
 
No 7 64 21 81 16 80 25 83 29 85 
  
  
 
 
Blended sessions Yes 7 64 13 50 11 55 18 60 17 50 1.23 0.87 4 0.10 
 
No 4 36 13 50 9 45 12 40 17 50 
  
  
 
 
Web conferencing 
programs 
Yes 1 9 2 8 3 15 4 13 2 6 1.74 0.78 4 0.12 
 
No 10 91 24 92 17 85 26 87 32 94 
  
  
 
 
Depends on the learner Yes 4 36 11 42 9 45 10 33 13 38 0.87 0.93 4 0.08 
 
No 7 64 15 58 11 55 20 67 21 62 
  
  
 
 
Interactive online material Yes 4 36 8 31 6 30 7 23 4 12 4.77 0.31 4 0.20 
 
No 7 64 18 69 14 70 23 77 30 88 
  
  
 
 
Depends on the course Yes 2 18 15 58 12 60 13 43 11 32 8.92 0.06 4 0.27 
 
No 9 82 11 42 8 40 17 57 23 68 
  
  
 
Q33. Have you used any web conferencing programs for holding discussions with your students in your online courses? 
 
 
Yes 5 45 17 68 14 78 13 46 15 45 7.93 0.09 4 0.26 
 
No 6 55 8 32 4 22 15 54 18 55 
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Table 45 (continued)  
 
 
 
Question  
 
Adjunct 
Part Time 
Instructor 
Assistant 
Professor 
Associate 
Professor 
Full 
Professor 
Chi Square Effect 
 Option Choice  n % n % n % n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q34. How many times have you used the web conferencing programs per semester? 
 
 
1 time 1 20 1 6 1 7 3 23 1 7 12.30 0.42 12 0.44 
 
2-3 times 2 40 6 38 9 64 6 46 7 47 
  
 
 
 
Weekly 0 0 6 38 4 29 3 23 3 20 
  
 
 
 
Other 2 40 3 19 0 0 1 8 4 27 
  
 
 
Q35.  Do you recommend using web conferencing programs in your online courses? 
 
 
Yes 3 60 7 44 6 43 5 38 7 47 7.45 0.49 8 0.34 
 
No 0 0 3 19 0 0 0 0 1 7 
  
 
 
 
Sometimes 2 40 6 38 8 57 8 62 7 47 
  
 
 
Q37.  Why would you recommend using web conferencing programs in your online courses? 
 
It provides a more 
interactive environment. 
Yes 7 64 13 50 15 75 18 60 20 59 3.04 0.55 4 0.16 
 
No 4 36 13 50 5 25 12 40 14 41    
 
 
It helps in tracking whether 
the students are following 
up or not. 
Yes 4 36 1 4 4 20 8 27 5 15 7.81 0.10 4 0.25 
 
No 7 64 25 96 16 80 22 73 29 85   
 
 
 
It provides flexibility in 
delivery. 
Yes 3 27 9 35 9 45 7 23 8 24 3.77 0.44 4 0.18 
 
No 8 73 17 65 11 55 23 77 26 76    
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Table 45 (continued)  
 
 
 
Question  
 
Adjunct 
Part Time 
Instructor 
Assistant 
Professor 
Associate 
Professor 
Full 
Professor 
Chi Square Effect 
 Option Choice  n % n % n % n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q37.  Why would you recommend using web conferencing programs in your online courses? continued 
 
It enhances the 
reinforcement of the 
material. 
Yes 5 45 9 35 9 45 9 30 9 26 2.80 0.59 4 0.15 
 
No 6 55 17 65 11 55 21 70 25 74    
 
Q38.  Which delivery method do you most prefer? 
 
Synchronous  Yes 1 9 3 12 3 15 4 13 2 6 1.47 0.83 4 0.11 
 
No 10 91 23 88 17 85 26 87 32 94    
 
 
Asynchronous Yes 6 55 15 58 7 35 14 47 19 56 3.10 0.54 4 0.16 
 
No 5 45 11 42 13 65 16 53 15 44    
 
 
Both methods Yes 5 45 9 35 10 50 8 27 12 35 3.27 0.51 4 0.16 
 
No 6 55 17 65 10 50 22 73 22 65 
  
 
 
Q39. Do you require your students to attend synchronous discussions using any web conferencing program, if you hold any? 
 
 
Yes 0 0 5 21 7 39 5 18 4 12 8.47 0.08 4 0.27 
 
No 11 100 19 79 11 61 23 82 29 88 
  
 
 
Q40. Do you require your students to participate in the asynchronous recorded presentations, if you hold any?  
 
 
Yes 6 55 16 67 13 72 13 46 9 28 12.57 0.01 4 0.33 
 
No 5 45 8 33 5 28 15 54 23 72 
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Table 45 (continued)  
 
 
 
Question  
 
Adjunct 
Part Time 
Instructor 
Assistant 
Professor 
Associate 
Professor 
Full 
Professor 
Chi Square Effect 
 Option Choice  n % n % n % n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q41. If you are using asynchronous recorded presentations how would you ensure that the students are participating in the activities? 
 
Giving students questions 
after they view the session 
Yes 1 9 5 19 4 20 5 17 1 3 5.22 0.27 4 0.21 
 
No 10 91 21 81 16 80 25 83 33 97 
  
 
 
 
Having a separate activity 
using the information they 
learned in the session 
Yes 1 9 10 38 8 40 8 27 2 6 13.38 0.01 4 0.33 
 
No 10 91 16 62 12 60 22 73 32 94 
  
 
 
 
Taking a quiz Yes 1 9 11 42 7 35 9 30 6 18 6.93 0.14 4 0.24 
 
No 10 91 15 58 13 65 21 70 28 82 
  
 
 
 
Posting on discussion 
board 
Yes 5 45 10 38 7 35 10 33 3 9 9.94 0.04 4 0.29 
 
No 6 55 16 62 13 65 20 67 31 91 
  
 
 
 
Collaborating with their 
group members 
Yes 1 9 5 19 1 5 6 20 4 12 3.19 0.53 4 0.16 
 
No 10 91 21 81 19 95 24 80 30 88 
  
 
 
Note.  *Significance level = .05.  Significant p values are in bold.  
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There were statistically significant associations between recommending using 
web conference programs (Q35) in online courses and the number of courses taught 
fully online, χ2 (2, N = 63) = 17.05, p = 0.03.  The effect size reported by Φ = 0.52 was 
large.   
However, due to the small number of responses, there were serious violations of 
the chi-square assumption, where 60% of the cells had expected counts of less than 5; 
therefore, the results should be viewed with caution.  
Cross table for RQ5 with number of blended courses taught.  Chi-square 
tests of independence were conducted between each option of the nominal questions 
that answered RQ5 by number of blended courses taught.  The findings are 
summarized in Table 47.  Only significant results are discussed.  
There were statistically significant association between thinking that using 
blended sessions (online and face-to-face) was the best teaching format (Q30) and the 
number of blended courses taught, χ2 (3, N = 121) = 7.65, p = 0.05.  The effect size 
reported by Φ = 0.25 was small.  Post hoc analysis revealed that faculty members who 
taught no blended courses were less likely to think blended courses were the best 
format.  
There were statistically significant associations between using web conferencing 
programs to hold discussions with students (Q33) in online courses and the number of 
blended courses taught, χ2 (3, N = 115) = 9.64, p = 0.02.  The effect size reported by Φ 
= 0.29 was small.  Post hoc analysis revealed that faculty members who taught no 
blended courses were less likely to have used web conferencing programs for 
discussions.  
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There were statistically significant associations between having the students take 
a separate activity using the information they learned in the session (Q41) to ensure 
that the students participate in the asynchronous recorded presentations and the 
number of blended courses taught, χ2 (3, N = 121) = 8.11, p = 0.04.   
The effect size reported by Φ = 0.26 was small.  Post hoc analysis revealed that 
faculty members who did not teach any blended courses were less likely to have 
students take separate activities using information learned.  
There were statistically significant associations between having the students 
collaborate with their group members to ensure that the students participate in the 
asynchronous recorded presentations (Q41) and the number of blended courses taught, 
χ2 (3, N = 121) = 15.76, p = 0.00.  The effect size reported by Φ = 0.36 was medium.  
Post hoc analysis revealed that faculty members who taught 6-10 courses were more 
likely to have the students collaborate.  
ANOVAs for RQ5 ordinal items.  For the ordinal questions used to answer RQ5 
ANOVAs were calculated to test whether there were differences in responses based on 
the demographic variables.  The results are presented below, in addition to the 
descriptive statistics for the responses.  See Table 48 for the means and the standard 
deviations for RQ5 ordinal items by years of experience.  
ANOVA test for RQ5 ordinal items by years of experience.  For Table 49, 
ANOVAs were calculated for Q36 (recommend using web conferencing programs for 
online courses) by level of experience; however, no significant differences of means 
existed, F(2, 104) = 0.72, p = 0.49. 
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Table 46: Chi-square Test Results for Research Question 5 by Number of Courses Taught Fully Online 
Table 46 (continued)  
 
 
   
# of courses fully taught online    
Question  
 
None ≤ 5 6-10 11-20 ≥21 Chi Square Effect 
 Option  Choice n % n % n % n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q30. Based on your online teaching experience, which of the following teaching formats best serves the learning process? 
 
Online only Yes 0 0 11 19 3 12 0 0 9 41 11.41 0.02 4 0.31 
 
No 6 100 47 81 22 88 10 100 13 59 
  
  
 
 
Blended sessions Yes 5 83 33 57 14 56 6 60 8 36 5.21 0.27 4 0.21 
 
No 1 17 25 43 11 44 4 40 14 64 
  
  
 
 
Web conferencing 
programs 
Yes 0 0 4 7 2 8 1 10 5 23 5.40 0.25 4 0.21 
 
No 6 100 54 93 23 92 9 90 17 77 
  
  
 
 
Depends on the learner Yes 2 33 21 36 6 24 6 60 12 55 6.73 0.15 4 0.24 
 
No 4 67 37 64 19 76 4 40 10 45 
  
  
 
 
Interactive online material Yes 1 17 12 21 6 24 4 40 6 27 2.06 0.72 4 0.13 
 
No 5 83 46 79 19 76 6 60 16 73 
  
  
 
 
Depends on the course Yes 1 17 27 47 10 40 6 60 9 41 3.26 0.52 4 0.16 
 
No 5 83 31 53 15 60 4 40 13 59 
  
  
 
Q33. Have you used any web conferencing programs for holding discussions with your students in your online courses? 
 
 
Yes 1 17 26 48 15 63 6 67 16 73 8.42 0.08 4 0.27 
 
No 5 83 28 52 9 38 3 33 6 27 
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Table 46 (continued)  
 
 
   
# of courses fully taught online    
Question  
 
None ≤ 5 6-10 11-20 ≥21 Chi Square Effect 
 Option  Choice n % n % n % n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q34. How many times have you used the web conferencing programs per semester? 
 
 
1 time 0 0 4 15 1 7 0 0 2 13 12.76 0.39 12 0.45 
 
2-3 times 0 0 10 38 8 57 4 67 8 50 
  
 
 
 
Weekly 0 0 9 35 4 29 0 0 3 19 
  
 
 
 
Other 1 100 3 12 1 7 2 33 3 19 
  
 
 
Q35.  Do you recommend using web conferencing programs in your online courses? 
 
 
Yes 0 0 14 54 6 43 2 33 6 38 17.05 0.03 8 0.52 
 
No 1 100 1 4 1 7 0 0 1 6 
  
 
 
 
Sometimes 0 0 11 42 7 50 4 67 9 56 
  
 
 
Q37.  Why would you recommend using web conferencing programs in your online courses? 
 
It provides a more 
interactive environment. 
Yes 3 50 37 64 12 48 6 60 15 68 2.71 0.61 4 0.15 
 
No 3 50 21 36 13 52 4 40 7 32 
  
 
 
 
It helps in tracking whether 
the students are following 
up or not. 
Yes 1 17 10 17 5 20 2 20 4 18 0.12 1.00 4 0.03 
 
No 
5 83 48 83 20 80 8 80 18 82 
  
 
 
 
It provides flexibility in 
delivery. 
Yes 2 33 17 29 9 36 2 20 6 27 1.03 0.91 4 0.09 
 
No 4 67 41 71 16 64 8 80 16 73 
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Table 46 (continued)  
 
 
   
# of courses fully taught online    
Question  
 
None ≤ 5 6-10 11-20 ≥21 Chi Square Effect 
 Option  Choice n % n % n % n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q37.  Why would you recommend using web conferencing programs in your online courses? continued 
 
It enhances the 
reinforcement of the 
material. 
Yes 1 17 22 38 7 28 2 20 9 41 2.95 0.57 4 0.16 
 
No 5 83 36 62 18 72 8 80 13 59 
  
 
 
Q38.  Which delivery method do you most prefer? 
 
Synchronous  Yes 1 17 7 12 4 16 1 10 0 0 3.70 0.45 4 0.17 
 
No 5 83 51 88 21 84 9 90 22 100 
  
  
 
Asynchronous Yes 4 67 26 45 11 44 5 50 15 68 4.55 0.34 4 0.19 
 
No 2 33 32 55 14 56 5 50 7 32 
  
  
 
Both methods Yes 2 33 22 38 8 32 4 40 8 36 0.35 0.99 4 0.05 
 
No 4 67 36 62 17 68 6 60 14 64 
  
 
 
Q39. Do you require your students to attend synchronous discussions using any web conferencing program, if you hold any? 
 
 
Yes 4 67 24 41 7 28 5 50 12 55 0.57 0.97 4 0.07 
 
No 2 33 34 59 18 72 5 50 10 45 
  
 
 
Q40. Do you require your students to participate in the asynchronous recorded presentations, if you hold any?  
 
 
Yes 1 17 11 21 4 17 1 11 4 18 5.60 0.23 4 0.22 
 
No 5 83 42 79 20 83 8 89 18 82 
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Table 46 (continued)  
 
 
   
# of courses fully taught online    
Question  
 
None ≤ 5 6-10 11-20 ≥21 Chi Square Effect 
 Option  Choice n % n % n % n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q41. If you are using asynchronous recorded presentations how would you ensure that the students are participating in the activities? 
 
Giving students questions 
after they view the session 
Yes 3 50 24 46 16 67 6 67 8 36 2.97 0.56 4 0.16 
 
No 3 50 28 54 8 33 3 33 14 64    
 
 
Having a separate activity 
using the information they 
learned in the session 
Yes 2 33 6 10 3 12 2 20 3 14 1.07 0.90 4 0.09 
 
No 
4 67 52 90 22 88 8 80 19 86 
  
 
 
 
Taking a quiz Yes 2 33 12 21 7 28 2 20 6 27 3.07 0.55 4 0.16 
 
No 4 67 46 79 18 72 8 80 16 73    
 
 
Posting on discussion 
board 
Yes 3 50 18 31 7 28 2 20 4 18 4.49 0.34 4 0.19 
 
No 3 50 40 69 18 72 8 80 18 82    
 
 
Collaborating with their 
group members 
Yes 1 17 16 28 9 36 5 50 4 18 8.65 0.07 4 0.27 
 
No 5 83 42 72 16 64 5 50 18 82    
 
Note.  *Significance level = .05.  Significant p values are in bold.  
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Table 47: Chi-square Test Results for Research Question 5 by Number of Blended Courses Taught 
Table 47 (continued) 
 
 
 
Questions 
 
# of Blended Courses Statistical Tests    
Option 
 
None ≤ 5 6-10 ≥11   Chi-square Effect 
 Choice  n % n % n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q30. Based on your online teaching experience, which of the following teaching formats best serves the learning process? 
Online only Yes 11 24 9 20 0 0 3 21 4.30 0.23 3 0.19 
No 35 76 37 80 15 100 11 79 
  
  
 
Blended sessions Yes 18 39 28 61 10 67 10 71 7.65 0.05 3 0.25 
No 28 61 18 39 5 33 4 29 
  
  
 
Web conferencing programs Yes 4 9 4 9 2 13 2 14 0.65 0.89 3 0.07 
No 42 91 42 91 13 87 12 86 
  
  
 
Depends on the learner Yes 21 46 17 37 4 27 5 36 1.96 0.58 3 0.13 
No 25 54 29 63 11 73 9 64 
  
  
 
Interactive online material Yes 10 22 12 26 4 27 3 21 0.35 0.95 3 0.05 
No 36 78 34 74 11 73 11 79 
  
  
 
Depends on the course Yes 22 48 21 46 6 40 4 29 1.77 0.62 3 0.12 
No 24 52 25 54 9 60 10 71 
  
  
 
Q33. Have you used any web conferencing programs for holding discussions with your students in your online courses? 
 
Yes 16 37 28 65 10 67 10 71 9.64 0.02 3 0.29 
No 27 63 15 35 5 33 4 29 
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Table 47 (continued) 
 
 
 
Questions 
 
# of Blended Courses Statistical Tests    
Option 
 
None ≤ 5 6-10 ≥11   Chi-square Effect 
 Choice  n % n % n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q34. How many times have you used the web conferencing programs per semester? 
 
1 time 3 19 1 4 2 20 1 10 8.80 0.46 9 0.37 
2-3 times 10 63 12 44 5 50 3 30 
  
 
 
Every week 2 13 9 33 2 20 3 30 
  
 
 
Other 1 6 5 19 1 10 3 30 
  
 
 
Q35.  Do you recommend using web conferencing programs in your online courses? 
 
Yes 8 50 11 41 5 50 4 40 6.57 0.36 6 0.32 
No 1 6 0 0 2 20 1 10 
  
 
 
Sometimes 7 44 16 59 3 30 5 50 
  
 
 
Q37.  Why would you recommend using web conferencing programs in your online courses? 
It provides a more interactive environment. Yes 22 48 30 65 10 67 11 79 5.66 0.13 3 0.22 
No 24 52 16 35 5 33 3 21 
  
  
 
It helps in tracking whether the students 
are following up or not. 
Yes 6 13 10 22 3 20 3 21 1.34 0.72 3 0.11 
No 40 87 36 78 12 80 11 79 
  
  
 
It provides flexibility in delivery. Yes 13 28 15 33 5 33 3 21 0.79 0.85 3 0.08 
No 33 72 31 67 10 67 11 79 
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Table 47 (continued) 
 
 
 
Questions 
 
# of Blended Courses Statistical Tests    
Option 
 
None ≤ 5 6-10 ≥11   Chi-square Effect 
 Choice  n % n % n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q37.  Why would you recommend using web conferencing programs in your online courses? continued 
It enhances the reinforcement of the 
material. 
Yes 14 30 18 39 5 33 4 29 0.99 0.80 3 0.09 
No 32 70 28 61 10 67 10 71 
  
  
 
Q38.  Which delivery method do you most prefer? 
Synchronous  Yes 27 59 19 41 8 53 7 50 0.49 0.92 3 0.06 
No 19 41 27 59 7 47 7 50 
  
  
 
Asynchronous Yes 13 28 18 39 6 40 7 50 2.84 0.42 3 0.15 
No 33 72 28 61 9 60 7 50 
  
  
 
Both methods Yes 17 37 20 43 7 47 8 57 2.67 0.45 3 0.15 
No 29 63 26 57 8 53 6 43 
  
  
 
Q39. Do you require your students to attend synchronous discussions using any web conferencing program, if you hold any? 
 
Yes 5 12 8 19 6 40 2 14 6.14 0.11 3 0.23 
No 38 88 34 81 9 60 12 86 
  
  
 
Q40. Do you require your students to participate in the asynchronous recorded presentations, if you hold any?  
 
Yes 18 43 25 60 9 60 5 36 4.12 0.25 3 0.19 
No 24 57 17 40 6 40 9 64 
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Table 47 (continued) 
 
 
 
Questions 
 
# of Blended Courses Statistical Tests    
Option 
 
None ≤ 5 6-10 ≥11   Chi-square Effect 
 Choice  n % n % n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q41. If you are using asynchronous recorded presentations how would you ensure that the students are participating in the activities? 
Giving students questions after they view 
the session 
Yes 5 11 7 15 3 20 1 7 1.43 0.70 3 0.11 
No 41 89 39 85 12 80 13 93 
  
  
 
Having a separate activity using the 
information they learned in the session 
Yes 7 15 15 33 6 40 1 7 8.11 0.04 3 0.26 
No 39 85 31 67 9 60 13 93 
  
  
 
Taking a quiz Yes 13 28 13 28 6 40 2 14 2.38 0.50 3 0.14 
No 33 72 33 72 9 60 12 86 
  
  
 
Posting on discussion board Yes 11 24 15 33 7 47 2 14 4.62 0.20 3 0.20 
No 35 76 31 67 8 53 12 86 
  
  
 
Collaborating with their group members Yes 3 7 5 11 7 47 2 14 15.76 <.001 3 0.36 
No 43 93 41 89 8 53 12 86 
  
  
 
Note.  *Significance level = .05.  Significant p values are in bold.  
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xperience 
Table 48  
Descriptive Statistics for Research Question 5 Ordinal Items by Experience  
Question Years n M SD 
Q36 To what extent do you recommend using web 
conferencing programs in your online courses? 
0-5  9 3.11 0.93 
6-11  26 2.96 0.96 
12 or more 72 3.19 0.80 
Total 107 3.13 0.85 
 
 
Table 49 
ANOVA test for Research Question 5 Ordinal Items by Years of Experience  
Question  
SS df SM F p
* ի2 
Q36 To what extent do you 
recommend using web 
conferencing programs in your 
online courses? 
Between Groups 1.04 2 0.52 0.72 0.49 0.02 
Within Groups 75.13 104 0.72    
Total 76.17 106     
Note.  *Significance level = .05.  
 
 
Table 50  
Descriptive Statistics for Research Question 5 Ordinal Items by Rank  
Question Rank n M SD 
Q36 To what extent do you recommend 
using web conferencing programs in your 
online courses? 
Adjunct/Part Time 11 3.36 0.81 
Instructor 21 3.05 0.86 
Assistant Professor 18 2.94 0.80 
Associate Professor 26 3.23 0.76 
Full Professor 31 3.13 0.96 
Total 107 3.13 0.85 
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ANOVA test for RQ5 ordinal items by faculty rank.  See Table 50 for the 
descriptive statistics for RQ5 for the ordinal items by rank.  For Table 51, ANOVA was 
calculated for Question 36 (recommend using web conferencing programs for online 
courses) by faculty rank; however, no significant differences of means were found, F(4, 
102) = 0.56, p = 0.69. 
 
Table 51 
 ANOVA Test for Research Question 5 Ordinal Items by Rank 
Question  
SS df SM F p
* ի2 
Q36 To what extent do you 
recommend using web 
conferencing programs in your 
online courses? 
Between Groups 1.63 4 0.41 0.56 0.69 0.02 
Within Groups 74.54 102 0.73    
Total 76.17 106     
Note.  *Significance level = .05.  
 
ANOVA test for RQ5 ordinal items by number of courses taught fully 
online.  See Table 52 for the descriptive statistics for RQ5 ordinal items by number of 
online courses taught.  For Table 53, ANOVA was calculated for Q36 (recommend 
using web conferencing programs for online courses) by number of fully online courses 
taught; however, no significant differences of means were found, F(4, 102) = 0.47, p = 
0.76. 
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Courses Taught Fully Online 
Table 52  
 
Descriptive Statistics for Research Question 5 Ordinal Items by Number of Online 
Courses Taught 
 
Question Online Courses n M SD 
Q36 To what extent do you recommend 
using web conferencing programs in your 
online courses? 
None 5 3.60 0.55 
5 or fewer 50 3.10 0.86 
6 - 10 22 3.05 1.09 
11 - 20 9 3.22 0.67 
21 or more 21 3.14 0.65 
Total 107 3.13 0.85 
 
 
Table 53  
ANOVA Test for Research Question 5 Ordinal Items by Number of Courses Taught  
Question  
SS df SM F p
* ի2 
Q36 To what extent do you 
recommend using web 
conferencing programs in your 
online courses? 
Between Groups 1.39 4 0.35 0.47 0.76 0.02 
Within Groups 74.78 102 0.73    
Total 76.17 106     
Note.  *Significance level = .05.  
 
 
ANOVA test for RQ5 ordinal items by number of blended courses taught. 
See Table 54 for the means and standard deviations for RQ5 ordinal items by number 
of blended courses taught.  For Table 55, ANOVA was calculated for Q36 (recommend 
using web conferencing programs for online courses) by number of blended online 
courses taught; however, no significant differences of means were found, F(3, 103) = 
1.41, p = 0.24 
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Blended Courses Taught 
Table 54  
 
Descriptive Statistics for Research Question 5 Ordinal Items by Number of Blended 
Courses Taught 
 
Question Rank         n                M                SD 
Q36 To what extent do you recommend using web 
conferencing programs in your online courses? 
None 39 3.31 0.80 
Less than 5 42 3.10 0.93 
6 - 10 13 2.77 0.83 
11 or more 13 3.08 0.64 
Total 107 3.13 0.85 
     
 
 
 
Table 55  
 
ANOVA Test for Research Question 5 Ordinal Items by Number of Blended 
Courses Taught 
 
Question  
SS df SM F p
* ի2 
Q36 To what extent do you 
recommend using web 
conferencing programs in your 
online courses? 
Between Groups 3.01 3 1.00 1.41 0.24 .04 
Within Groups 73.16 103 0.71    
Total 76.17 106     
  
      
Note.  *Significance level = .05.  
 
 
Independent samples t-test results for RQ5 by gender.   For Table 55, an 
independent samples t test was run to determine if there were differences in responses 
for Q36 by gender. However, none of the results were significant.   
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Table 56  
Independent Samples T-test Results for Research Question 5 by Gender 
 Levene's Test  t test for Equality of means Effect 95% CIa  
Question Means  F p t df p
* MD d Low Up 
 Gender n M SD  
Q36 To what extent do you recommend using web conferencing 
programs in your online courses? 
0.22 0.64 1.29 105 0.20 0.22 0.25 -0.12 0.55 
 Male 42 3.26 0.83 
 
 Female 65 3.05 0.86 
 
Note.  aCI = Confidence interval, Low = Lower, Up = Upper, *Significance level = .05. 
 
Findings for Research Question 6 
What were the major challenges that USF faculty experienced during the course transition process?   
 As seen in Table 57, 37% of the participants were provided with the funding/financial support they needed from 
their institution, 30% received funding from their institution, but would have liked more financial support, and 33% did not 
receive any financial support from their institution.  In addition, 53% of participants responded that they needed additional 
funding/financial support to help them to obtain better quality online materials for your courses, and 47% did not need 
additional funding to improve the quality of their courses.  
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The major challenge that the faculty faced from their face-to-face to online course 
transition process was the communication barrier with their students (37%).  Other 
challenges included students being uncomfortable with online instruction (36%); fear of 
improper use of intellectual property, whether courses belonged to faculty or to the 
institution they were working for (29%); converting from Blackboard to Canvas (25%); 
unsure of what material to post online (20%); lack of enough knowledge (17%); issues 
with compensation (13%); fear from being released from work for thinking there is no 
need for faculty anymore (5%); and 29% had Other challenges.  The Other challenges 
included extra time needed, successfully engaging students, plagiarism and academic 
dishonesty, keeping up with technology, IT support,  course load assignments, and the 
administration not understanding the value of online instructions and thinking it is only 
video recording.   
Results for RQ6 chi-square tests.  The second part of research question six is 
“Are there differences in responses based on gender, faculty position, years teaching in 
higher education institutions, and total number of courses taught whether fully online or 
blended?”  
To answer this part for the nominal questions of the survey (31, 32, and 45) chi-
square tests of independence were used.  The results of those tests for research 
question two are presented below and are discussed next.  
Cross table for RQ6 with experience.  Chi-square tests of independence were 
conducted between each option of the nominal questions answering RQ6 and years of 
experience variables.  See Table 58 for challenges by years of experience.  
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There were statistically significant associations between the options in questions 
(10, 43, 44, and 52). 
Table 57  
Nominal Item Frequencies for Research Question 6 
Question Frequencies 95% CIa  
 
Option n % 
Low  
% 
Up 
% 
Q31. Did your institution provide you with the funding/financial support you needed? 
 
 
Yes 43 37 29 46 
Yes, but I would have liked additional financial support 34 30 22 38 
No 38 33 24 42 
Q32. Would you like additional technical training opportunities pertaining to online instruction, if any? 
 Yes 64 56 47 65 
 No 51 44 35 53 
Q45 From your face-to-face to online course transition process.  What were the major challenges that 
you experienced? 
 
Unsure of what material to post online 24 20 13 27 
Communication barriers with students 45 37 29 46 
Students being uncomfortable with the online instruction 44 36 28 45 
Lack of enough knowledge 21 17 11 24 
Issues with compensation 16 13 7 19 
Fear from being released from work, for thinking there is no 
need for you anymore 
6 5 1 9 
 
Fear from improper use of intellectual property; do your 
courses belong to you or to the institution you are working in 
35 29 21 37 
 
Converting from Blackboard to Canvas 30 25 17 32 
Note.  aCI = Confidence interval, Low = Lower, Up = Upper. 
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There were statistically significant associations between having the challenge of 
communication barriers with students (Q45) and the different categories of years of 
experience, χ2 (2, N = 121) = 7.41, p = 0.02.  The effect size reported by Φ = 0.25 was 
small.  A post hoc analysis indicated that the first (0-5 years) was less challenged than 
expected by the communication barrier, while the second category (6-11 years) felt 
more challenged than expected.  
There were statistically significant associations between having the lack of 
enough knowledge as a challenge of the transitioning process (Q45) and the different 
categories of years of experience, χ2 (2, N = 121) = 5.99, p = 0.05.  The effect size 
reported by Φ = 0.22 was small.  A post hoc analysis indicated that the third category 
(more than 12 years) was more challenged compared to other categories by lack of 
knowledge.  
Cross table for RQ6 with gender.  Chi-square tests of independence were 
conducted between each option of the nominal questions of RQ6 by gender of 
respondents.  The findings are summarized in Table 59. 
There were statistically significant associations between having issues with 
compensation as a challenge for the transitioning process (Q45) and gender, χ2 (1, N = 
121) = 8.25, p = 0.00.  The effect size reported by Φ = -0.26, which is considered small.  
Of the respondents, 20% of the female faculty members had more challenges with 
compensation compared to 2% of males. 
Cross table for RQ6 with faculty rank.  Chi-square tests of independence were 
conducted between each option of the nominal questions of RQ6 by faculty position.  
The findings are summarized in Table 60.  
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Cross table for RQ6 with number of courses fully taught online.  Chi-square 
tests of independence were conducted between each option of the nominal questions 
that answers RQ6 by number of courses fully taught online.  The findings are 
summarized in Table 61. 
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Table 58: Chi-square Test Results for Research Question 6 by Years of Experience 
Table 58 (continued)  
 
 
 
   Experience in Years   
Question  0-5 6-11 ≥12 Chi Squares Effect 
  Option   Choice n % n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
             
Q31. Did your institution provide you with the funding/financial support you needed? 
 
Yes 
 
5 56 11 42 27 34 2.36 0.67 4 0.14  
Yes, but I would have liked more  2 22 9 35 27 34 
    
 
No  2 22 6 23 26 33 
    
Q32. Did you need additional funding/financial support to help you to obtain better quality online materials for your courses 
  
Yes 4 44 13 50 43 54 0.42 0.81 2 0.06  
No 5 56 13 50 36 46 
    
Q45. From your face-to-face to online course transition process.  What were the major challenges that you experienced? 
 
Unsure of what material to post online Yes 0 0 7 27 17 20 3.81 0.15 2 0.18  
No 12 100 19 73 66 80 
  
  
 
Communication barriers with students Yes 1 8 14 54 30 36 7.41 0.02 2 0.25  
No 11 92 12 46 53 64 
  
  
 
Students being uncomfortable with the online 
instruction 
Yes 3 25 9 35 32 39 0.88 0.65 2 0.09  
No 9 75 17 65 51 61 
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Table 58 (continued)  
 
 
 
   Experience in Years   
Question  0-5 6-11 ≥12 Chi Squares Effect 
  Option   Choice n % n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q45. From your face-to-face to online course transition process.  What were the major challenges that you experienced? continued 
 
Lack of enough knowledge Yes 0 0 2 8 19 23 5.99 0.05 2 0.22  
No 12 100 24 92 64 77 
  
  
 
Issues with compensation Yes 1 8 4 15 11 13 0.36 0.84 2 0.05  
No 11 92 22 85 72 87 
  
   
Fear from being released from work Yes 0 0 1 4 5 6 0.89 0.64 2 0.09  
No 12 100 25 96 78 94 
    
 
Fear from improper use of intellectual property Yes 3 25 6 23 26 31 0.76 0.69 2 0.08  
No 9 75 20 77 57 69 
  
  
 
Converting from Blackboard to Canvas Yes 1 8 4 15 25 30 4.24 0.12 2 0.19  
No 11 92 22 85 58 70 
  
  
Note.  *Significance level = .05.  
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There were statistically significant associations between converting from 
Blackboard to Canvas (Q45) as a major challenge that faculty members experienced in 
the transitioning process and the number of courses taught fully online, χ2 (4, N = 121) = 
11.77, p = 0.02.  The effect size reported by Φ = 0.31 was medium.  Post hoc analysis 
revealed that faculty members who taught 5 or fewer courses where less challenged by 
the switch of the learning management systems. 
Cross table for RQ6 with number of blended courses taught.  Chi-square 
tests of independence were conducted between each option of the nominal questions 
that answered RQ6 by number of blended courses taught.  The findings are 
summarized in Table 62. 
There were statistically significant associations between fearing from improper 
use of intellectual property (Q45) as a major challenge faculty member faced during the 
transitioning process and the number of blended courses taught, χ2 (3, N = 121) = 
12.55, p = 0.01.  The effect size reported by Φ = 0.32 was medium.  Post hoc analysis 
revealed that faculty members who taught no blended courses were more likely to see 
fear of improper use of Intellectual property, while faculty members who taught 0-5 
courses were less likely to think that.  
There were statistically significant associations between converting from 
Blackboard to Canvas (Q45) as the major challenge faculty member faced during the 
transitioning process, χ2 (2, N = 121) = 26.76, p = 0.00.  The effect size reported by Φ = 
0.47 was large. 
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Table 59: Chi-square Test Results for Research Question 6 by Gender 
Table 59 (continued) 
 
 
 
    Gender   
Question  Male Female Chi Square Effect 
 Option   Choice n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q31. Did your institution provide you with the funding/financial support you needed? 
 
Yes  20 43 23 33 1.59 0.45 2 0.12 
 
Yes, but I would have liked more  11 24 23 33 
    
 
No  15 33 23 33 
    
Q32. Did you need additional funding/financial support to help you to obtain better quality online materials for your courses 
 
 
Yes 25 54 35 51 0.09 0.76 1 0.03 
 
No 21 46 33 49 
    
Q45. From your face-to-face to online course transition process.  What were the major challenges that you experienced? 
 
Unsure of what material to post online Yes 10 21 14 19 0.10 0.75 1 0.03 
 
No 37 79 60 81 
  
  
 
Communication barriers with students Yes 18 38 27 36 0.04 0.84 1 0.02 
 
No 29 62 47 64 
  
  
 
Students being uncomfortable with the online instruction Yes 19 40 25 34 0.55 0.46 1 0.07 
 
No 28 60 49 66 
  
  
 
Lack of enough knowledge Yes 8 17 13 18 0.01 0.94 1 -0.01 
 
No 39 83 61 82 
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Table 59 (continued) 
 
 
 
    Gender   
Question  Male Female Chi Square Effect 
 Option   Choice n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q45. From your face-to-face to online course transition process.  What were the major challenges that you experienced? continued  
 
Issues with compensation Yes 1 2 15 20 8.25 <.001 1 -0.26 
 
No 46 98 59 80 
  
  
 
Fear from being released from work Yes 2 4 4 5 0.08 0.78 1 -0.03 
 
No 45 96 70 95 
    
 
Fear from improper use of intellectual property Yes 13 28 22 30 0.06 0.81 1 -0.02 
 
No 34 72 52 70 
  
  
 
Converting from Blackboard to Canvas Yes 14 30 16 22 1.03 0.31 1 0.09 
 
No 33 70 58 78 
  
  
Note.  *Significance level = .05.  Significant p values are in bold.  
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Table 60: Chi-square Test Results for Research Question 6 by University Rank 
Table 60 
 
Chi-square Test Results for Research Question 6 by Rank 
 
 
 
 Faculty Rank  
Questions 
 
Adjunct 
Part Time Instructor 
Assistant 
Professor 
Associate 
Professor 
Full 
Professor Chi Squares 
Effect 
 Option Choice n % n % n % n % n % Χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q31. Did your institution provide you with the funding/financial support you needed? 
 
Yes  3 27 11 44 6 33 12 43 11 33 4.74 0.79 8 0.20 
 
Yes, but I would have liked 
more 
 3 27 9 36 8 44 7 25 11 33 
  
 
 
 No  5 45 15 63 8 44 14 50 18 55     
Q32. Did you need additional funding/financial support to help you to obtain better quality online materials for your courses 
  Yes  5 5 45 5 20 4 22 9 32 11 1.78 0.78 4 0.12 
  No 6 55 9 38 10 56 14 50 15 45 
  
 
 
Q45. From your face-to-face to online course transition process. What were the major challenges that you experienced? 
 
Unsure of what material to post 
online 
Yes 3 27 1 4 4 20 7 23 9 26 5.74 0.22 4 0.22 
 No 8 73 25 96 16 80 23 77 25 74 
  
 
 
 
Communication barriers with 
students 
Yes 3 27 11 42 12 60 10 33 9 26 7.07 0.13 4 0.24 
 No 8 73 15 58 8 40 20 67 25 74 
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Table 60 (continued)  
 
 
 
 
 Faculty Rank  
Questions 
 
Adjunct 
Part Time Instructor 
Assistant 
Professor 
Associate 
Professor 
Full 
Professor Chi Square 
Effect 
 Option Choice n % n % n % n % n % Χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q45. From your face-to-face to online course transition process.  What were the major challenges that you experienced? continued 
 
Students being uncomfortable 
with the online instruction 
Yes 6 55 11 42 5 25 13 43 9 26 5.15 0.27 4 0.21 
 No 5 45 15 58 15 75 17 57 25 74 
  
 
 
 
Lack of enough knowledge Yes 2 18 3 12 1 5 9 30 6 18 6.09 0.19 4 0.22 
 No 9 82 23 88 19 95 21 70 28 82 
  
 
 
 
Issues with compensation Yes 2 18 4 15 2 10 5 17 3 9 1.41 0.84 4 0.11 
 No 9 82 22 85 18 90 25 83 31 91 
  
 
 
 
Fear from being released from 
work. 
Yes 0 0 4 15 1 5 1 3 0 0 8.51 0.07 4 0.27 
 No 11 100 22 85 19 95 29 97 34 100 
  
 
 
 
Fear from improper use of 
intellectual property 
Yes 3 27 9 35 5 25 10 33 8 24 1.34 0.85 4 0.11 
 No 8 73 17 65 15 75 20 67 26 76 
  
 
 
 
Converting from Blackboard to 
Canvas 
Yes 4 36 5 19 1 5 7 23 13 38 8.75 0.07 4 0.27 
 No 7 64 21 81 19 95 23 77 21 62 
  
 
 
Note.  *Significance level = .0
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e 61: Chi-square Test Results for Research Questions 6 by Number of Courses taught Fully Online 
Table 61 (continued)  
 
 
 
   Number of fully Online Courses Taught Statistical Tests  
Question  None ≤ 5 6-10 11-20 ≥21 Chi-square Effect 
 
Option Choice n % n % n % n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q31. Did your institution provide you with the funding/financial support you needed? 
 
Yes 1 17 22 41 10 42 3 33 7 32 2.74 0.95 8 0.15  
Yes, but I would have liked additional 
financial support 
3 50 15 28 7 29 3 33 6 27 
    
 
No 2 33 17 31 7 29 3 33 9 41 
    
Q32. Did you need additional funding/financial support to help you to obtain better quality online materials for your courses 
  
Yes 1 17 30 56 12 52 6 67 11 50 4.07 0.40 4 0.19  
No 5 83 24 44 11 48 3 33 11 50 
    
Q45. From your face-to-face to online course transition process.  What were the major challenges that you experienced? continued 
 
Unsure of what material to 
post online 
Yes 3 50 12 21 6 24 2 20 1 5 6.97 0.14 4 0.24  
No 3 50 46 79 19 76 8 80 21 95 
    
 
Communication barriers with 
students 
Yes 3 50 25 43 9 36 4 40 4 18 4.74 0.31 4 0.20  
No 3 50 33 57 16 64 6 60 18 82 
    
 
Students being uncomfortable 
with the online instruction 
Yes 2 33 18 31 12 48 4 40 8 36 2.26 0.69 4 0.14  
No 4 67 40 69 13 52 6 60 14 64 
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Table 61 (continued)  
 
 
 
   Number of fully Online Courses Taught Statistical Tests  
Question  None ≤ 5 6-10 11-20 ≥21 Chi-square Effect 
 
Option Choice n % n % n % n % n % χ2 p
* df Φ 
Q45. From your face-to-face to online course transition process. What were the major challenges that you experienced? continued 
 
Lack of enough knowledge Yes 2 33 13 22 3 12 1 10 2 9 4.03 0.40 4 0.18  
No 4 67 45 78 22 88 9 90 20 91 
    
 
Issues with compensation Yes 1 17 7 12 1 4 2 20 5 23 4.12 0.39 4 0.18  
No 5 83 51 88 24 96 8 80 17 77 
    
 
Fear from being released 
from work. 
Yes 0 0 4 7 0 0 0 0 2 9 3.40 0.49 4 0.17  
No 6 100 54 93 25 100 10 100 20 91 
    
 
Fear from improper use of 
intellectual property 
Yes 1 17 19 33 7 28 0 0 8 36 5.53 0.24 4 0.21  
No 
5 83 39 67 18 72 10 100 14 64 
    
 
Converting from Blackboard 
to Canvas 
Yes 3 50 7 12 8 32 5 50 7 32 11.77 0.02 4 0.31 
 
No 3 50 51 88 17 68 5 50 15 68 
    
Note.  *Significance level = .05.  Significant p values are in bold. 
258 
Post hoc analysis revealed that faculty members who did not teach any blended 
courses were less likely to see this as a challenge, while members who taught 11 or 
more courses were more likely to think that it is a challenge.  In addition, there was a 
linear association, faculty members who taught more blended courses were more likely 
to see this as a challenge. 
Observations 
One of the observations worth mentioning is the lack of an accessible system to 
identify faculty members who converted courses from face-to-face to online format.  
Each college had its own procedure to provide the data for their faculty. 
In order to get the targeted sample number, the researcher had to send four e-
mail reminders to the faculty members asking them to participate in the study and take 
the web-based survey.   Because participants were not identified and the data were 
anonymous, there was no way for the researcher to tell who participated from who did 
not, so the reminder e-mails had to be sent to all the faculty members whether they 
participated or not.  However, some of the faculty members did not like receiving 
several e-mail reminders and e-mailed the researcher back indicating their annoyance.  
Another observation worth noting is the majority of the respondents showed their 
interest in this research, whether by contacting the researcher directly to discuss the 
topic in person, or by commenting at the final question of the survey indicating the 
importance and urgent need of such study, and their appreciation for the quality of the 
survey questions.     
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Table 62: Chi-square Test Results for Research Question 6 by Number of Blended Courses Taught 
Table 62 (continued) 
 
 
 
Question # of Blended Courses Statistical Tests 
 Option None ≤ 5 6-10 ≥11 Chi-square Effect 
 
 
Choice n % n % n % n % χ
2 p
* df Φ 
Q31. Did your institution provide you with the funding/financial support you needed? 
 
Yes  19 44 14 33 6 40 4 29 3.13 0.79 6 0.16 
 Yes, but I would have liked more   9 21 15 35 5 33 5 36 
  
 
 
 
No  15 35 14 33 4 27 5 36     
Q32. Did you need additional funding/financial support to help you to obtain better quality online materials for your courses 
 
 
Yes 19 44 25 60 8 53 8 57 2.15 0.54 3 0.14 
 No 24 56 17 40 7 47 6 43 
  
  
 
Q45. From your face-to-face to online course transition process.  What were the major challenges that you experienced? 
 
Unsure of what material to post online Yes 9 20 9 20 3 20 3 21 0.03 1.00 3 0.01 
 No 37 80 37 80 12 80 11 79 
  
  
 
 
Communication barriers with students Yes 20 43 16 35 5 33 4 29 1.43 0.70 3 0.11 
 No 26 57 30 65 10 67 10 71 
  
  
 
 
Students being uncomfortable with the 
online instruction 
Yes 12 26 19 41 8 53 5 36 4.45 0.22 3 0.19 
 No 34 74 27 59 7 47 9 64 
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Table 62 (continued) 
 
 
 
Question # of Blended Courses Statistical Tests 
 Option None ≤ 5 6-10 ≥11 Chi-square Effect 
 
 
Choice n % n % n % n % χ
2 p
* df Φ 
 
Lack of enough knowledge Yes 9 20 8 17 3 20 1 7 1.25 0.74 3 0.10 
 No 37 80 38 83 12 80 13 93 
  
  
 
Q45. From your face-to-face to online course transition process.  What were the major challenges that you experienced? continued  
 
Issues with compensation Yes 8 17 4 9 2 13 2 14 1.53 0.67 3 0.11 
 No 38 83 42 91 13 87 12 86 
  
 
 
 
Fear from being released from work, for 
thinking there is no need for you anymore 
Yes 4 9 1 2 1 7 0 0 2.94 0.40 3 0.16 
 No 42 91 45 98 14 93 14 100 
  
 
 
 
Fear from improper use of intellectual 
property.  
Yes 21 46 7 15 2 13 5 36 12.55 0.01 3 0.32 
 No 25 54 39 85 13 87 9 64 
  
 
 
 
Converting from Blackboard to Canvas Yes 5 11 10 22 4 27 11 79 26.76 <.001 3 0.47 
 No 41 89 36 78 11 73 3 21 
  
 
 
Note.  *Significance level = .05.  Significant p values are in bold.  
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Chapter 5 
Summary, Conclusions, Implications, and Recommendations  
 The purpose of this research was to study faculty perceptions towards the 
transitioning process from face-to-face to online instruction.  This chapter includes a 
summary of the study, conclusions, implications, and recommendations for further 
research.  
Summary of the Study 
 The purpose of this research was to investigate faculty perceptions towards 
the transitioning process from face-to-face to online instruction by answering the 
following questions: 
1. What are the overall perceptions of USF faculty on the course transition 
process from face-to-face to online instruction?  Are there differences in 
responses based on gender, faculty position, years teaching in higher 
education institutions, and total number of courses taught whether fully online 
or blended?  
2. What teaching method changes did the USF faculty report in their online 
courses, following the process of transitioning courses from face-to-face to 
online instruction?  If any?  Are there differences in responses based on 
gender, faculty position, years teaching in higher education institutions, and 
total number of courses taught whether fully online or blended?  
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3. What are USF faculty perceptions of the technical training aspects related to 
online instruction?  Are there differences in responses based on gender, 
faculty position, years teaching in higher education institutions, and total 
number of courses taught whether fully online or blended?  
4. What are USF faculty perceptions of the instructional design training aspects 
related to online instructions?  Are there differences in responses based on 
gender, faculty position, years teaching in higher education institutions, and 
total number of courses taught whether fully online or blended?  
5. Following the process of transitioning courses from face-to-face to online, what 
delivery format do USF faculty prefer?  Are there differences in responses 
based on gender, faculty position, years teaching in higher education 
institutions, and total number of courses taught whether fully online or 
blended?  
6. What were the major challenges that USF faculty experienced during the 
course transition process?  Are there differences in responses based on 
gender, faculty position, years teaching in higher education institutions, and 
total number of courses taught whether fully online or blended?  
The population for this exploratory study included faculty members who were 
teaching, or taught, online at the University of South Florida main campus in Tampa  
and the St. Petersburg campus during Fall semester 2016.  The data were collected 
through a web-based questionnaire administered though Qualtrics.com and were 
analyzed using SPSS, version 23 and 24.  In addition, thematic analysis was utilized 
for answers to free response questions (i.e., for the Other option).  
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Conclusions 
The conclusions from the study are discussed below related to overall 
perceptions, teaching methods changes, technical and instructional design training 
aspects, preferred teaching methods, and challenges.  
Overall perceptions on the transitioning process.  The majority of faculty 
members found the course transitioning process to be difficult and impartial.  They 
also believed that the flexibility and availability of additional resources were the most 
beneficial aspects of online instruction.  
Motives for participating in the transitioning process were generally based on 
job expectations and/or instructional requirements, except for full professors who 
were more self-motivated to begin teaching online.  
Previously taken online courses served to improve faculty efforts in the 
transition process; however, faculty with fewer years of experience were much more 
likely than more experienced faculty to take online courses.   
Females and males viewed the process differently.  Females felt more 
comfortable converting online courses while males indicated they were more likely to 
recommend converting courses to online.   
Changes to teaching methods.  Many faculty believed that the most 
important change needed in transitioning from F2F to online was the need for more 
and different communication, especially for faculty with more years of experience. 
Females believed that instructors need to think harder about communication in 
online instruction compared to males.  Females also tended to believe that creating 
opportunities for student engagement changes in online instruction to a greater 
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degree than males.  The more courses taught fully online, the more faculty believed it 
was harder to address individual needs. 
The majority of faculty felt that several aspects of teaching did not change with 
the transition to online courses.  Diverse talents and ways of learning were perceived 
to be similar for F2F and online courses by both genders.  In addition, the 
perceptions of copyrights and ADA policies were similar for both types of courses.  
Certain aspects of teaching methods were more common in online courses.  
These included discussion boards, more written comments, assignments given 
online, the use of office suites, plagiarism tools, and wikis.  PowerPoint use was 
perceived to be equally used in F2F and online courses; however, faculty teaching 
fewer online courses felt stronger that the use of PowerPoint was similar.  
There were differences in perceptions by the numbers of courses taught.  
Faculty who taught  21 courses believed there was (a) a need to pay attention to 
student learning styles in the online environment and (b) more self-direction changes 
were needed.  The more classes taught, faculty believed the more freedom, greater 
accessibility, affordability, interaction, ability of students, and enhanced participation 
were similar for F2F and online courses.  
There were differences in perceptions by the number of blended courses 
taught.  As the number of blended courses taught increased, faculty believed that 
there were self-direction changes in online instruction; whereas faculty teaching 
fewer courses believed that using PowerPoint presentations was similar for F2F and 
online courses. 
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Technical and instructional design training.  More females thought that 
instructional design training should be required prior to teaching the first online course 
compared to males.  
The faculty who taught over 21 blended courses rated their technical preparation 
for creating online courses and their instructional design training preparation prior to 
receiving formal training lower than the other groups.  
Preferred delivery format.  The preferred delivery format differed by all 
demographic variables.  Faculty with more years of experience were more likely to 
not prefer synchronous delivery method.  Female faculty tended to prefer blended 
sessions as the best teaching format, while males did not.  
All faculty ranks preferred to not have a separate activity for students using the 
information they learned in the session during the asynchronous recorded 
presentations.  However, the lower the rank faculty had, the more they required their 
students to participate in the asynchronous recorded presentations.  
Based on number of courses fully taught online, most faculty believed that web 
conferencing programs were recommended at least some or all the time.  
Faculty who taught blended courses thought that blended sessions best served 
the learning process compared to faculty who had taught no blended courses.  Based 
on the number of blended courses taught, all faculty believed that online courses only 
was not the best teaching format.  
Based on the number of blended courses taught, all groups believed that students 
collaborating with their group members was not a way to ensure that students were 
participating in the asynchronous recorded presentation activities 
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Challenges faculty experienced.  The majority of faculty did not believe the 
lack of enough knowledge about transitioning to online courses was a major 
challenge for them.  However, communication barriers with students presented some 
challenges only for the 6-11 years of experience group. 
General findings.  The majority of the Other responses indicated that 
converting to online instruction depended on several things, such as the nature of the 
course and its content, the students and their learning styles, and the instructors’ 
readiness to use technology and their teaching style.  
Implications  
The implications from this study are discussed below.  
The findings of this study can benefit higher education institutions including 
their academic leaders, administrations, faculty members, and eLearning personnel.   
The respondents of this study indicated that transitioning to online instruction is time 
consuming and requires a lot of work and effort in order to develop quality online 
courses.  Faculty believed that administration was unrealistic about the time and 
effort needed to convert courses to online, the larger number of students enrolled 
online makes it harder, a lot of difficulty is associated with converting courses, and 
faculty have resistance or lack of skills.  
The respondents implied that university administrators specifically do not 
seem to be fully aware of the required amount of time and effort needed in such a 
transitioning process.  One of the respondents reported “Admin[istration] sees it as a 
class that will run itself, so [there is] no need for a truly knowledgeable instruction.  I 
feel this undermines the quality of instruction, devalues faculty and shortchanges 
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online students”.  Respondents would like to receive incentives and a reduced course 
load in order to have enough time for transitioning courses from F2F to online 
instruction. 
Other responses suggested that administrators to have hands-on experience 
in online teaching or course conversion, which may help in formulating policies and 
procedures regarding online instruction.  One of the respondents added 
“Administrators should be required to teach at least one online course, asynchronous 
course, beginning with the course conversion process, through to full implementation 
and completion of at least one semester’s worth”. 
Providing formal training both instructional and technical for faculty members 
would help them in the transitioning process.  As one of the respondents reported 
“Formal training is necessary for optimal, sustained results”.  Other respondents 
desired the training to be continual even after they had completed with the 
transitioning process, due to the constant change in software and technology.  Some 
of the respondents prefer the training to be optional for those who need it.  
Providing continuous support for faculty members is key to the success of the 
transitioning process.  One of the respondents added “Having two experts in IT was 
the only way I could have converted the courses from F2F to online hybrid courses”, 
and another respondent reported “There needs to be more graduate student support 
[for faculty] for the online presentation of courses”. 
Several other factors should be considered when converting to online 
instruction, including the course and material content, the skills and motivation of the 
instructor, the learners (some students are self-motivated and/or self-directed and 
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perform great in online instruction, and some do not), and the flexibility of time 
needed to convert to online instruction.  
Recommendations for Further Research  
Based on the findings from this study, recommendations for further research 
are presented below. 
1. This study was limited to the faculty members at the University of South Florida.  
Examining other universities in the state of Florida would allow for a larger sample 
selection that can help assess the current state of online instruction for the state of 
Florida. 
2. Examining other universities in other states would allow for an even larger sample, 
which could assist in understanding the trends of online instruction throughout the 
US.  
3. This study focused on the University of South Florida faculty members.  
Conducting research on the students who enrolled in these online courses could 
help understand the aspects of online instruction from the students’ perceptions.  
Understanding students’ perceptions could help faculty meet the needs of the 
students in online courses.  
4. The research design used in this study was a quantitative approach.  Conducting 
research using a qualitative approach could help provide an in-depth and better 
understanding of faculty perceptions on the transitioning process from face-to-face 
to online instruction.  
5. This study did not include age as a demographic factor.  Conducting research that 
includes age may be helpful to look for generational differences.  
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6. This study did not focus on the education levels that faculty members were 
teaching.  Conducting research that would consider graduate vs. undergraduate 
levels might help obtain more specific results that could improve the transitioning 
process as well as improve the material in the online courses.  
7. A follow-up study with faculty members to examine how their perceptions towards 
transitioning from F2F to online instruction have changed since the instructors first 
taught an online courses until they become experienced in the online environment 
might provide insights to help future faculty experiencing transitioning courses from 
F2F to online.  
8. Examination of the trends of online instruction in other countries could allow for an 
overall view of global eLearning efforts.    
9. A longitudinal study of faculty converting courses over several semesters might 
provide additional information on the challenges faced by individuals converting 
courses.  
10.  In-depth interviews with faculty members who are converting their courses from 
F2F to online instruction for the first time could be conducted to examine their 
thoughts and feelings about the process.   
11.  A research study with faculty members, who are converting their courses from 
F2F to online instruction for the first time, could specifically examine the types of 
help they might need or the resources they feel might help them. 
12.  Interviews with academic leaders and higher education administrators could be 
conducted for an in-depth understanding of their vision for eLearning initiatives, 
policies/ governance, readiness, and investment in faculty/staff.  
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13.  Further research could identify the best technologies to use in eLearning for 
higher education and the factors that take part in selecting them could be 
beneficial to faculty who are converting courses.  
14.  In-depth research on the strategies higher education institutions make to manage, 
organize, staff, and deliver eLearning services and technologies could be 
conducted. 
15.  Research on the specific impact of culture in distance education to examine the 
factors that take part in designing online courses for students from different 
cultures. 
16.  An examination of the quality of online instruction related to how to control student 
cheating in the online environment is warranted since faculty were concerned 
about this issue.  
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Appendix B: Interviews Participants List 
 
 
Table B1 
 
Interviews Participants’ List 
 
Name 
Current Position 
Gender Expertise 
Dr. David Smith 
Professor, USF Tampa 
Male Program coordinator at the 
Educational Measurement 
and Research program 
 
Dr. Sarah Will   
Professor, USF Tampa 
 
Female Adult Education 
Quantitative and Qualitative 
Research  
 
Dr. John Green 
USF Sarasota-Manatee  
 
Male Management Information 
Systems 
Finance and Marketing 
Blinded Learning  
 
Dr. Jameel Zaki 
USF Sarasota Manatee  
Male Management Information 
Systems 
Computer Science 
Business Administration 
Blinded Learning  
Note.  Anonymous names were used.  
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Appendix C: The Original Interview Questions 
1. What are your perceptions of the process of converting the courses from F2F 
to online? 
- Do you know of any others who did the same process? What were their 
impressions? 
2. What were the major challenges that you experienced while transferring the 
courses? 
- What were the major challenges that other faculty faced? If you know of 
any?  
3. What changes did you make to your teaching methods when transferring from 
F2F to online teaching? 
- What about other faculty members? If you know of any? 
4. How did your perception change towards online teaching as you learn new 
technologies? 
- What about the others? 
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Appendix D: First Version of the Questionnaire After Conducting the Interviews 
Faculty Perceptions Towards the Transitioning Process from Face-to-Face to Online 
Instruction 
 
Thank you for your participation in this research (USF IRB ###) regarding online 
instruction. Information gathered from this study may be utilized to assist universities in 
providing appropriate programs and resources to college-level instructors to assist them in 
providing quality online instruction.  Because of your background and experience, your 
participation and input is invaluable.   
This survey is a part of a dissertation, consists of ## questions, and should take no  
longer than 15 minutes to complete.  Your participation is voluntary and uncompensated.  No 
identifying information is being gathered and your participation is anonymous and 
confidential.  There are no known benefits or risks to this research and data will be kept for a 
period of 5 years. 
 If, at any time, you have questions regarding your participation or issues with this 
website, please contact the Principal Investigator, Heba AbuZayyad, at pearla.az@gmail.com. 
 Again, thank you for your participation! 
 
I have read and understand my rights. 
o Yes  
 
1)  How many years have you taught in higher education? 
o 0-2 
o 3-5 
o 6-8 
o 9-11 
o 12 or more 
 
2)  What is your gender? 
o Male  
o Female 
 
3)  What is your faculty rank? 
o Adjunct/Part Time 
o Instructor 
o Assistant Professor  
o Associate Professor  
o Full Professor  
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o Other, Please specify 
_________________________________________________________ 
  
4)  Which choice below best describes your institution? 
o Community College/Two-Year Institution 
o Public University 
o Public College 
o Private University 
o Private College 
 
5)  What is the total number of courses that you have taught fully online (a course with no 
face-to-face meetings) to date? 
o less than 5 
o 6-10 
o 11-20 
o 21 or more 
  
6)  What is the total number of blended courses that you have taught online, (blended courses 
are 1 to 2 face-to-face meetings but primarily online)? 
o less than 5 
o 6-10 
o 11-20 
o 21 or more 
 
7)  What was the major motivating factor that led you to begin teaching online courses? 
o Interest in online instruction 
o Job expectation or institutional requirement 
o Flexibility of teaching online 
o Other (please specify) 
_________________________________________________________ 
 
8)  What were your reasons for taking an online course as a learner? (Check all that apply) 
 
o I have never taken an online course as a learner 
o I have taken an online course for Work 
o I have taken an online course for Training 
o I have taken an online course out of personal Interest 
o I have taken an online course as a part of a degree program 
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9)  How has this experience as a learner in an online course or lack thereof affected your 
teaching in the online environment? 
 
 
 
 
10)  How difficult would you say it is on average to convert a course from face-to-face to 
fully online? 
 I have never converted a 
course from face-to-face to 
fully online 
Very 
easy 
Easy Neither easy 
nor hard 
Hard Very 
Hard 
Conversion from face-
to- face to fully online 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
11)  What tools are you currently using in the online environment? (Check all that apply) 
o Digital Dropbox 
o Online Grade Book 
o Live Chat 
o Discussion Board 
o Video or Movies 
o Podcasting 
o PowerPoint Presentations 
o Assessments 
o Virtual Classroom 
o Plagiarism Tools 
o Wikis 
o Other (please specify) 
__________________________________________________________ 
 
12)  Of the tool(s) that you are NOT currently using, what would you consider implementing 
in the future in your online courses? (Check all that apply) 
o I would not consider implementing any additional tools 
o Digital Dropbox, Box, 
o Online Grade Book 
o Live Chat 
o Discussion Board 
o Video or Movies 
o Podcasting 
o PowerPoint Presentations 
o Assessments 
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o Virtual Classroom 
o Plagiarism Tools 
o Wikis 
o Other (please specify)  
o I would consider implementing other additional tools as they are developed  
 
 
The next questions deal with Technical Aspects of the online transition 
process.  
 
13)  What type of formal training did you receive on the TECHNICAL ASPECTS of the 
Course Management System (CMS) prior to instructing online? (Examples of CMS include 
Blackboard, Canvas, eCollege, Angel, Moodle & WebCT, to name a few) 
o Not Formally Trained 
o Institution Provided 
o CMS System Provided 
o Both Institutions and CMS System Provided 
o Other (please specify) 
 
14) How would you rate your technical preparation prior to putting a course online? 
 Extremely 
Unprepared 
Somewhat 
Unprepared 
Neither 
Prepared or 
Unprepared 
Somewhat 
Prepared 
Extremely 
Prepared 
Technical 
Preparation Prior to 
Formal Training 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
15) To what extent have you had formal training in technical aspects of placing courses 
online? 
 None Minimum  Some A lot  Extensive 
Formal Technical 
Training  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
16)  How would you rate your technical preparation for putting a course online after receiving 
formal training? 
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 Not 
Formally 
Trained 
Extremely 
Unprepared 
Somewhat 
Unprepared 
Neither 
Prepared or 
Unprepared 
Somewhat 
Prepared 
Extremely 
Prepared 
Technical 
Preparation After 
Formal Training 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
17)  Do you think that technical training should be required prior to teaching the first online 
course? 
o Yes       
o No      
o Other (please explain) 
 
 
18)  Would you like additional technical training opportunities pertaining to online 
instruction? 
o Yes  
o No 
o Maybe 
 
19)  If yes to question 18, what format of technical training would you prefer? (Check all that 
apply) 
o One on one 
o Face-to-face (small group) 
o Face to face (large group) 
o Web-based 
 
The next questions deal with Instructional design aspects of the online 
transition process.  
 
20)  What type of formal training did you receive on the online INSTRUCTIONAL DESIGN 
ASPECTS of the Course Management System (CMS) prior to instructing online? (Examples 
of CMS include Blackboard, Canvas, eCollege, Angel, Moodle & WebCT, to name a few) 
o Not Formally Trained 
o Institution Provided 
o CMS System Provided 
o Both Institution and CMS System Provided 
o Other (please explain) 
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21)  How would you rate your online instructional design training preparation prior to putting 
a course online? 
 Extremely 
Unprepared 
Somewhat 
Unprepared 
Neither 
Prepared or 
Unprepared 
Somewhat 
Prepared 
Extremely 
Prepared 
Instructional  
Preparation Prior to 
Formal Training 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
22)  How would you rate your online instructional design preparation for teaching in the 
online medium AFTER formal training? 
 Not 
Formally 
Trained 
Extremely 
Unprepared 
Somewhat 
Unprepared 
Neither 
Prepared or 
Unprepared 
Somewhat 
Prepared 
Extremely 
Prepared 
Instructional  
Preparation 
After Formal 
Training 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
23)  Do you think that instructional design training should be required prior to teaching the 
first online course? 
o Yes  
o No 
o Maybe 
Please explain why  
_________________________________________________________________________ 
 
24)  Would you like additional instructional design training opportunities pertaining to online 
instruction? 
o Yes  
o No (skip to question 26) 
 
25)  If yes to question 24, what format of instructional design training would you prefer? 
(Check all that apply) 
o One on one 
o Face to face (small group) 
o Face to face (large group) 
o Web-based 
 
The next questions deal with the online teaching experience as a whole.  
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26)  Based on your online teaching experience, which of the following teaching formats best 
serves the learning process? (Check all that apply) 
o Online only 
o Blended sessions (online and face to face) 
o Elluminate and interactive online material  
o Depends on the class, please specify 
_________________________________________________________________ 
                               
27)  Did you need any additional funding/financial support from your institution to help you 
obtain better quality online materials for your courses? 
o Yes  
o No 
 
28)  Did your institution provide you with the funding/financial support you needed? 
o Yes 
o Yes, but I would have liked additional financial support 
o No 
 
29)  Have you used any web conferencing programs for holding discussion with your students 
in your online courses? (Examples are Elluminate Live, Blackboard collaborate, Panopto, 
etc.)  
o Yes 
o No (skip to question 32) 
 
30)  If yes to question 29, how many times have you used it per semester? 
o 1 time 
o 2-3 times 
o Every week  
o Other (please specify) 
 
31)  If yes to question 29, do you recommend using web conferencing programs in your 
online courses? 
o Yes 
o No (please explain your answer), (skip to question 33) 
 
 
32) A) to what extent do you recommend using web conferencing programs in your online 
courses? 
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 Minimally  Somewhat  Neither  A lot  Extremely  
Using web 
conferencing 
programs  
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
32) B) Why would you recommend using web conferencing programs in your online courses? 
o It provides a more interactive environment.  
o It helps in tracking whether the students are following up or not. 
o It provides flexibility in delivery.  
o It enhances the reinforcement of the material. 
o Other (please explain)  
 
 
33) What delivery method do you most prefer? Please explain your answer. 
o Synchronous (Learning setting where students and the instructor interact at the same 
time using some interaction tool, and therefore it requires both instructors and students 
to be online at the same time) 
o Asynchronous (Learning setting where students  and instructors can interact at 
different times, for example when a student watches a pre-recorded lecture, or when 
an instructor replies to a student's question in his own time) 
 
34) Do you require your students to attend synchronous discussions you hold using any web 
conferencing program? 
o Yes 
o No 
 
35) Do you require your students to participate in the asynchronous recorded presentations? 
o Yes 
o No (skip to question 37) 
 
36) If you are using asynchronous recorded presentations how would you ensure that the 
students are participating in the activities? 
o Having study questions after viewing the session 
o Having a separate activity using the information they learned in the session 
o Taking a quiz  
o Posting on discussion board  
o Collaborating with their group members  
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o Other (please specify)  
 
 
37) How do you require your students to do the course assessments? 
o They are all on campus 
o They are all online assessments.  
o They are all online assessments, but the final exam is on campus or at a testing center 
o Other (please explain)  
 
 
38) In your face-to-face to fully online course transition process, which of the following 
resources were most beneficial? (Check all that apply) 
o Attending workshops 
o Learning from other faculty members 
o Learning from other Universities   
o Learning from other academies, such as  Udacity, courser, edx, and khan’s academy 
o Learning how to work from synchronous to asynchronous  
o Other (please specify)  
 
 
39) In your face-to-face to fully online course transition process, how did the advancement in 
new technologies serve you? (Check all that apply) 
o Flexibility in dividing the students into small groups  
o Flexibility in getting the students engaged with each others 
o Flexibility in using the computer applications (apps) to login using tablets, mobiles, 
and other devices    
o Flexibility to login from anywhere, anytime 
o Availability of many resources to all students  
o Other (please specify)  
 
40) In your course transition process experience, what were the major challenges that you 
faced? (Check all that apply) 
o Being unsure of what material to post online. 
o Communication barriers with students.  
o Students being uncomfortable with the online instruction.  
o Lack of enough knowledge.  
o Issues with compensation. 
o Fear from being released from work, for thinking there is no need for you anymore. 
o Fear from the intellectual property; do your courses belong to you or to the institution 
you are working in. 
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o Converting from Blackboard to Canvas. 
o Other (please specify) 
 
 
41) How would you rate your face-to-face to fully online course transition process 
experience? 
 Horrible   Not Good Neither  Good  Wonderful  
Course Transition 
Process Experience   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
42) Do you recommend other faculty members to convert to Online Instruction? 
o Yes 
o No 
o Maybe (please explain) 
 
43) Are there any additional comments you would like to add? 
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
 299 
Appendix E: Panel of Experts Participant List 
 
Table E1 
 
Panel of Experts Participants’ List 
 
Name 
Current Position 
Gender Expertise 
Dr. Byung Won 
 
Female Adult Education 
Quantitative Research 
 
Dr. Allan Peterson 
 
 
Male Adult Education 
Instructional Technology 
Dr. Amy Adams 
 
 
Female Adult Education 
Technical Design  
Ronald Jones 
Ph. D. Candidate  
 
Male Adult Education 
Language skills 
Qualitative Research  
 
Dr. Shayna Cooper 
 
Female Adult Education   
Research and Measurement 
 
Dr. Roberta Sharp 
 
 
Dr. Michael Dean 
Female 
 
 
Male 
Adult Education 
e-Learning  
 
Adult Education 
Research and Measurement 
Languages skills 
Note.  Anonymous names were used.  
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Faculty Perceptions Towards the Transitioning Process from Face-to-Face to Online 
Instruction 
 
Thank you for your participation in this research (USF IRB ###) regarding online 
instruction. Information gathered from this study may be utilized to assist universities in 
providing appropriate programs and resources to college-level instructors to assist them in 
providing quality online instruction.  Because of your background and experience, your 
participation and input is invaluable.   
This survey is a part of a dissertation, consists of ## questions, and should not take  
longer than 15 minutes to complete.  Your participation is voluntary and uncompensated.  No 
identifying information is being gathered and your participation is anonymous and 
confidential.  There are no known benefits or risks to this research and data will be kept for a 
period of 5 years. 
 If, at any time, you have questions regarding your participation or issues with this 
website, please contact the Principal Investigator, Heba AbuZayyad, at pearla.az@gmail.com. 
 Again, thank you for your participation! 
 
I have read and understand my rights. 
o Yes  
 
1)  How many years have you taught in higher education? 
o 0-2 
o 3-5 
o 6-8 
o 9-11 
o 12 or more 
 
2)  What is your gender? 
o Male  
o Female 
 
3)  What is your faculty rank? 
o Adjunct/Part Time 
o Instructor 
o Assistant Professor  
o Associate Professor  
o Full Professor  
o Other, Please specify 
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4)  Which choice below best describes your institution? 
o Community College/Two-Year Institution 
o Public University 
o Public College 
o Private University 
o Private College 
 
5)  What is the total number of courses that you have taught fully online (a course with no 
face-to-face meetings) to date? 
o None 
o less than 5 
o 6-10 
o 11-20 
o 21 or more 
  
6)  What is the total number of blended courses that you have taught online, (blended courses 
are 1 to 2 face-to-face meetings but primarily online)? 
o None 
o less than 5 
o 6-10 
o 11-20 
o 21 or more 
 
7)  What was the major motivating factor that led you to begin teaching online courses? 
o Interest in online instruction 
o Job expectation or institutional requirement 
o Flexibility of teaching online 
o Other (please specify) 
_________________________________________________________ 
 
8)  What were your reasons for taking an online course as a learner? (Check all that apply) 
 
o I have never taken an online course as a learner 
o I have taken an online course for Work 
o I have taken an online course for Training 
o I have taken an online course out of personal Interest 
o I have taken an online course as a part of a degree program 
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9)  How has this experience as a learner in an online course or lack thereof affected your 
teaching in the online environment? 
 
 
 
 
10)  How difficult would you say it is on average to convert a course from face-to-face to 
fully online? 
 I have never converted a 
course from face-to-face to 
fully online 
Very 
easy 
Easy Neither easy 
nor hard 
Hard Very 
Hard 
Conversion from face-
to- face to fully online 
 
o  
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
 
11)  What tools are you currently using in the online environment? (Check all that apply) 
o Digital Dropbox 
o Online Grade Book 
o Live Chat 
o Discussion Board 
o Video or Movies 
o Podcasting 
o PowerPoint Presentations 
o Assessments 
o Virtual Classroom 
o Plagiarism Tools 
o Wikis 
o Other (please specify) 
__________________________________________________________ 
 
12)  Of the tool(s) that you are NOT currently using, what would you consider implementing 
in the future in your online courses? (Check all that apply) 
o I would not consider implementing any additional tools 
o Digital Dropbox, Box, 
o Online Grade Book 
o Live Chat 
o Discussion Board 
o Video or Movies 
o Podcasting 
o PowerPoint Presentations 
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o Virtual Classroom 
o Plagiarism Tools 
o Wikis 
o Other (please specify)  
o I would consider implementing other additional tools as they are developed  
 
 
The next questions deal with Technical Aspects of the online transition 
process.  
 
13)  What type of formal training did you receive on the TECHNICAL ASPECTS of the 
Course Management System (CMS) prior to instructing online? (Examples of CMS include 
Blackboard, Canvas, eCollege, Angel, Moodle & WebCT, to name a few) 
o Not Formally Trained 
o Institution Provided 
o CMS System Provided 
o Both Institutions and CMS System Provided 
o Other (please specify) 
 
 
14) How would you rate your technical preparation prior to creating a course online? 
 Extremely 
Unprepared 
Somewhat 
Unprepared 
Neither 
Prepared or 
Unprepared 
Somewhat 
Prepared 
Extremely 
Prepared 
Technical 
Preparation Prior to 
Formal Training 
o  
 
 
o  
 
o  
o  
 
 
o  
 
15) To what extent have you had formal training in technical aspects of placing courses 
online? 
 None Minimum  Some A lot  Extensive 
Formal Technical 
Training  
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
 
16)  How would you rate your technical preparation for creating a course online after 
receiving formal training? 
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 Not 
Formally 
Trained 
Extremely 
Unprepared 
Somewhat 
Unprepared 
Neither 
Prepared or 
Unprepared 
Somewhat 
Prepared 
Extremely 
Prepared 
Technical 
Preparation After 
Formal Training 
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
17)  Do you think that technical training should be required prior to teaching the first online 
course? 
o Yes       
o No      
o Other (please explain) 
 
 
18)  Would you like additional technical training opportunities pertaining to online 
instruction? 
o Yes  
o No 
o Maybe (please specify) 
 
 
19)  If yes to question 18, what format of technical training would you prefer? (Check all that 
apply) 
o One on one 
o Face-to-face (small group) 
o Face to face (large group) 
o Web-based 
 
The next questions deal with Instructional design aspects of the online 
transition process.  
 
20)  What type of formal training did you receive on the online INSTRUCTIONAL DESIGN 
ASPECTS of the Course Management System (CMS) prior to instructing online? (Examples 
of CMS include Blackboard, Canvas, eCollege, Angel, Moodle & WebCT, to name a few) 
o Not Formally Trained 
o Institution Provided 
 305 
o CMS System Provided 
o Both Institution and CMS System Provided 
Appendix F Continued  
o Other (please explain) 
 
 
 
21)  How would you rate your online instructional design training preparation prior to putting 
a course online? 
 Extremely 
Unprepared 
Somewhat 
Unprepared 
Neither 
Prepared or 
Unprepared 
Somewhat 
Prepared 
Extremely 
Prepared 
Instructional  
Preparation Prior to 
Formal Training 
 
o  
 
o  
o  
 
 
o  
 
o  
 
22)  How would you rate your online instructional design preparation for teaching online 
AFTER formal training? 
 Not 
Formally 
Trained 
Extremely 
Unprepared 
Somewhat 
Unprepared 
Neither 
Prepared or 
Unprepared 
Somewhat 
Prepared 
Extremely 
Prepared 
Instructional  
Preparation 
After Formal 
Training 
 
o  
 
o  
o  
 
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
23)  Do you think that instructional design training should be required prior to teaching the 
first online course? 
o Yes  
o No 
o Maybe 
Please explain why  
_________________________________________________________________________ 
 
24)  Would you like additional instructional design training opportunities pertaining to online 
instruction? 
o Yes  
o No (skip to question 26) 
 
25)  If yes to question 24, what format of instructional design training would you prefer? 
(Check all that apply) 
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o Face to face (large group) 
o Web-based 
 
The next questions deal with the online teaching experience as a whole.  
 
26)  Based on your online teaching experience, which of the following teaching formats best 
serves the learning process? (Check all that apply) 
o Online only 
o Blended sessions (online and face to face) 
o Elluminate and interactive online material  
o Depends on the class (Please specify) 
_________________________________________________________________ 
                               
27)  Did you need any additional funding/financial support from your institution to help you 
obtain better quality online materials for your courses? 
o Yes  
o No 
 
28)  Did your institution provide you with the funding/financial support you needed? 
o Yes 
o Yes, but I would have liked additional financial support 
o No 
 
29)  Have you used any web conferencing programs for holding discussion with your students 
in your online courses? (Examples are Elluminate Live, Blackboard collaborate, Panopto, 
etc.)  
o Yes 
o No (skip to question 32) 
 
30)  If yes to question 29, how many times have you used it per semester? 
o 1 time 
o 2-3 times 
o Every week  
o Other (please specify) 
 
31)  If yes to question 29, do you recommend using web conferencing programs in your 
online courses? 
o Yes 
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32) A) to what extent do you recommend using web conferencing programs in your online 
courses? 
 Not At All Minimal   Somewhat  A lot  Extremely  
Using web 
conferencing 
programs  
 
o  
 
o  
o   
o  
 
o  
 
32) B) Why would you recommend using web conferencing programs in your online courses? 
(Check all that apply) 
o It provides a more interactive environment.  
o It helps in tracking whether the students are following up or not. 
o It provides flexibility in delivery.  
o It enhances the reinforcement of the material. 
o Other (please explain)  
 
 
33) What delivery method do you most prefer? Please explain your answer. 
o Synchronous (Learning setting where students and the instructor interact at the same 
time using some interaction tool, and therefore it requires both instructors and students 
to be online at the same time) 
o Asynchronous (Learning setting where students  and instructors can interact at 
different times, for example when a student watches a pre-recorded lecture, or when 
an instructor replies to a student's question in his own time) 
o Both methods 
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
__ 
 
34) Do you require your students to attend synchronous discussions you hold using any web 
conferencing program? 
o Yes 
o No 
 
35) Do you require your students to participate in the asynchronous recorded presentations? 
o Yes 
o No (skip to question 37) 
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36) If you are using asynchronous recorded presentations how would you ensure that the 
students are participating in the activities? (Check all that apply) 
o Having study questions after viewing the session 
o Having a separate activity using the information they learned in the session 
o Taking a quiz  
o Posting on discussion board  
o Collaborating with their group members  
o Other (please specify)  
 
 
37) How do you require your students to do the course assessments? 
o They are all on campus 
o They are all online assessments.  
o They are all online assessments, but the final exam is on campus or at a testing center 
o Other (please explain)  
 
 
38) In your face-to-face to fully online course transition process, which of the following 
resources were most beneficial? (Check all that apply) 
o Attending workshops 
o Having an Information Technology (IT) consultant 
o Learning from other faculty members 
o Learning from other Universities   
o Learning from other academies, such as  Udacity, courser, edx, and khan’s academy 
o Learning how to work from synchronous to asynchronous  
o Other (please specify)  
 
 
39) In your face-to-face to fully online course transition process, how did the advancement in 
new technologies serve you? (Check all that apply) 
o Flexibility in dividing the students into small groups  
o Flexibility in getting the students engaged with each others 
o Flexibility in using the computer applications (apps) to login using tablets, mobiles, 
and other devices    
o Flexibility to login from anywhere, anytime 
o Availability of many resources to all students  
o Other (please specify)  
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o Being unsure of what material to post online. 
o Communication barriers with students.  
o Students being uncomfortable with the online instruction.  
o Lack of enough knowledge.  
o Issues with compensation. 
o Fear from being released from work, for thinking there is no need for you anymore. 
o Fear from the intellectual property; do your courses belong to you or to the institution 
you are working in. 
o Converting from Blackboard to Canvas. 
o Other (please specify) 
 
 
41) How would you rate your face-to-face to fully online course transition process 
experience? 
 Extremely 
Uncomfortable  
Somewhat 
Uncomfortable  
Neither  Comfortable  Extremely 
Comfortable  
Course Transition 
Process Experience   
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
o  
 
 
o  
 
42) Do you recommend other faculty members to convert to Online Instruction? 
o Yes 
o No 
o Maybe (please explain) 
 
43) Are there any additional comments you would like to add? 
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
____
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My Name is Heba AbuZayyad, and I am a Ph.D. candidate in Curriculum and 
Instruction, Adult Education and Distance Learning at USF. I am currently writing my 
dissertation, in which I will be asking professors about their experiences in moving 
onsite classes to an online format.  However, before I do so, I need to conduct 
cognitive interviews with faculty members to get their feedback on my instrumentation 
in order to validate it. This process will take approximately 20 minutes and I can meet 
on or near the Sarasota campus or via Skype.  Your assistance will provide valuable 
feedback and would be greatly appreciated! 
 
If you are able to provide this assistance, please contact me at this e-mail address.  
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Best Regards, 
Heba  
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Table H1 
 
Cognitive Interviews Participants’ List 
 
Name 
Current Position 
Gender Expertise 
Dr. Natasha Walsh 
Associate Professor 
 
Female Hospitality Management and 
leadership 
Quantitative Research 
 
Dr. Christopher Hudson  
Assistant professor   
 
Male Management Information 
Systems 
Finance and Marketing 
Blinded Learning  
 
Dr. Jim Charles   
Assistant Professor 
 
Male 
 
  
Management Information 
Systems 
Computer Science 
Business Administration 
Blinded Learning  
Note.  Anonymous names were used.  
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Faculty Perceptions Towards the Transitioning Process from Face-to-Face to Online 
Instruction 
 
Thank you for your participation in this research (USF IRB ###) regarding online 
instruction. Information gathered from this study may be utilized to assist universities in 
providing appropriate programs and resources to college-level instructors to assist them in 
providing quality online instruction.  Because of your background and experience, your 
participation and input is invaluable.   
This survey is a part of a dissertation, consists of 48 questions, and should not take  
longer than 15 minutes to complete.  Your participation is voluntary and uncompensated.  No 
identifying information is being gathered and your participation is anonymous and 
confidential.  There are no known benefits or risks to this research and data will be kept for a 
period of 5 years. 
 If, at any time, you have questions regarding your participation or issues with this 
website, please contact the Principal Investigator, Heba AbuZayyad, at pearla.az@gmail.com. 
 Again, thank you for your participation! 
 
I have read and understand my rights. 
o Yes  
 
Are you currently, or have you taught online? 
o Yes 
o No (please quit this survey) 
 
1)  How many years have you taught in higher education? 
o 0-2 
o 3-5 
o 6-8 
o 9-11 
o 12 or more 
 
2)  What is your gender? 
o Male  
o Female 
 
3)  What is your faculty rank? 
o Adjunct/Part Time 
o Instructor 
o Assistant Professor  
o Associate Professor  
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o Full Professor  
o Other (please specify) 
_________________________________________________________ 
  
4)  What is the total number of courses that you have taught fully online (a course with no 
face-to-face meetings) to date? 
o None 
o Less than 5 
o 6-10 
o 11-20 
o 21 or more 
  
5)  What is the total number of blended courses that you have taught online, (blended courses 
are 1 to 2 face-to-face meetings but primarily online)? 
o None 
o Less than 5 
o 6-10 
o 11-20 
o 21 or more 
 
6)  What was the major motivating factor that led you to begin teaching online courses? 
(Check all that apply) 
o Interest in online instruction 
o Job expectation or institutional requirement 
o Flexibility of teaching online 
o Other (please specify) 
_________________________________________________________ 
 
7)  What were your reasons for taking an online course as a learner? (Check all that apply) 
o I have never taken an online course as a learner 
o I have taken an online course for work 
o I have taken an online course for training 
o I have taken an online course out of personal interest 
o I have taken an online course as a part of a degree program 
 
8)  How has this experience as a learner in an online course or lack of any thereof affected 
your teaching in the online environment? 
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9)  How difficult would you say it is on average to convert a course from face-to-face format 
to online format? 
 I have never converted a 
course from face-to-face to  
online 
Very 
easy 
Easy Neither easy 
nor hard 
Diffi
cult 
Very 
diffic
ult 
Conversion from face-
to- face to online 
 
o  
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
 
10)  What tools are you currently using in the online environment, that you did not use in the 
face-to-face instruction? (Check all that apply) 
o Digital Dropbox 
o Online Grade Book 
o Live Chat 
o Discussion Board 
o Video or Movies 
o Podcasting 
o PowerPoint Presentations 
o Assessments 
o Virtual Classroom 
o Plagiarism Tools 
o Wikis 
o Other (please specify) 
______________________________________________________ 
 
11)  Of the tool(s) that you are NOT currently using, what would you consider implementing 
in the future in your online courses? (Check all that apply) 
o I would not consider implementing any additional tools 
o Digital Dropbox, Box, 
o Online Grade Book 
o Live Chat 
o Discussion Board 
o Video or Movies 
o Podcasting 
o PowerPoint Presentations 
o Assessments 
o Virtual Classroom 
o Plagiarism Tools 
o Wikis 
o I would consider implementing other additional tools as they are developed 
o Other (please specify)  
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The next questions deal with Technical Aspects of the online transition 
process.  
 
12)  What type of formal training did you receive on the TECHNICAL ASPECTS of the 
Course Management System (CMS) prior to instructing online? (Examples of CMS include 
Blackboard, Canvas, eCollege, Angel, Moodle & WebCT, to name a few) 
o Not Formally Trained 
o Institution Provided 
o CMS System Provided 
o Both Institutions and CMS System Provided 
o Other (please specify) 
 
 
13) How would you rate your technical preparation PRIOR to creating a course online? 
 Extremely 
Unprepared 
Somewhat 
Unprepared 
Neither 
Prepared or 
Unprepared 
Somewhat 
Prepared 
Extremely 
Prepared 
Technical 
Preparation Prior to 
Formal Training 
o  
 
 
o  
 
o  
o  
 
 
o  
 
 
14) To what extent have you had formal training in technical aspects of creating courses 
online? 
 None Little Some A lot  Extensive 
Formal Technical 
Training  
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
 
 
15)  How would you rate your technical preparation for creating a course online AFTER 
receiving formal training? 
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 Not 
Formally 
Trained 
Extremely 
Unprepared 
Somewhat 
Unprepared 
Neither 
Prepared or 
Unprepared 
Somewhat 
Prepared 
Extremely 
Prepared 
Technical 
Preparation After 
Formal Training 
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
16)  Do you think that technical training should be required prior to teaching the first online 
course? 
o Yes       
o No      
o Other (please explain) 
 
 
17)  Would you like additional technical training opportunities pertaining to online 
instruction? 
o Yes  
o No (skip to question 19) 
o Maybe (please specify) 
 
 
18) What format of technical training would you prefer, if any? (Check all that apply) 
o One on one 
o Face-to-face (small group) 
o Face-to-face (large group) 
o Web-based 
The next questions deal with Instructional design aspects of the online 
transition process.  
 
19)  What type of formal training did you receive on the online INSTRUCTIONAL DESIGN 
ASPECTS of the Course Management System (CMS) prior to instructing online? (Examples 
of CMS include Blackboard, Canvas, eCollege, Angel, Moodle & WebCT, to name a few) 
o Not Formally Trained 
o Institution Provided 
o CMS System Provided 
o Both Institution and CMS System Provided 
o Other (please explain) 
 
 317 
Appendix I Continued  
20)  How would you rate your online instructional design training preparation PRIOR to 
putting a course online? 
 Extremely 
Unprepared 
Somewhat 
Unprepared 
Neither 
Prepared or 
Unprepared 
Somewhat 
Prepared 
Extremely 
Prepared 
Instructional  
Preparation Prior to 
Formal Training 
 
o  
 
o  
o  
 
 
o  
 
o  
 
21)  How would you rate your online instructional design preparation for teaching online 
AFTER formal training? 
 Not 
Formally 
Trained 
Extremely 
Unprepared 
Somewhat 
Unprepared 
Neither 
Prepared or 
Unprepared 
Somewhat 
Prepared 
Extremely 
Prepared 
Instructional  
Preparation 
After Formal 
Training 
 
o  
 
o  
o  
 
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
22)  Do you think that instructional design training should be required prior to teaching the 
first online course? 
o Yes  
o No 
o Maybe (please explain)  
_________________________________________________________________________ 
 
23)  Would you like additional instructional design training opportunities pertaining to online 
instruction? 
o Yes  
o No (skip to question 25) 
o Maybe (please specify)  
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
24)  What format of instructional design training would you prefer, if any? (Check all that 
apply) 
o One on one 
o Face-to-face (small group) 
o Face-to-face (large group) 
o Web-based 
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The next questions deal with the online teaching experience as a whole.  
 
25)  Based on your online teaching experience, which of the following teaching formats best 
serves the learning process? (Check all that apply) 
o Online only 
o Blended sessions (online and face-to-face) 
o Elluminate and interactive online material  
o Depends on the course (please specify) 
_________________________________________________________________ 
                               
26)  Did your institution provide you with the funding/financial support you needed? 
o Yes 
o Yes, but I would have liked additional financial support 
o No 
 
27)  Did you need any additional funding/financial support to help you to obtain better quality 
online materials for your courses? 
o Yes  
o No 
 
28)  Have you used any web conferencing programs for holding discussion with your students 
in your online courses? (Examples are Elluminate Live, Blackboard collaborate, Panopto, 
etc.)  
o Yes 
o No (skip to question 31) 
 
29)  How many times have you used the web conferencing programs per semester? 
o 1 time 
o 2-3 times 
o Every week  
o Other (please specify) 
 
 
30)  Do you recommend using web conferencing programs in your online courses? 
o Yes 
o No (please explain your answer), (skip to question 33) 
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31)  To what extent do you recommend using web conferencing programs in your online 
courses? 
 Not At All Minimal   Somewhat  A lot  Extremely  
Using web 
conferencing 
programs  
 
o  
 
o  
o   
o  
 
o  
 
32)  Why would you recommend using web conferencing programs in your online courses? 
(Check all that apply) 
o It provides a more interactive environment.  
o It helps in tracking whether the students are following up or not. 
o It provides flexibility in delivery.  
o It enhances the reinforcement of the material. 
o Other (please explain)  
 
 
33) Which delivery method do you most prefer? Please explain your answer. 
o Synchronous (Learning setting where students and the instructor interact at the same 
time using some interaction tool, and therefore it requires both instructors and students 
to be online at the same time) 
o Asynchronous (Learning setting where students and instructors can interact at different 
times, for example when a student watches a pre-recorded lecture, or when an 
instructor replies to a student's question in his own time) 
o Both methods 
Please explain your answer: 
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
__ 
 
34) Do you require your students to attend synchronous discussions using any web 
conferencing program, if you hold any? 
o Yes 
o No 
 
35) Do you require your students to participate in the asynchronous recorded presentations, if 
you hold any? 
o Yes 
o No (skip to question 37) 
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36) If you are using asynchronous recorded presentations how would you ensure that the 
students are participating in the activities? (Check all that apply) 
o Giving students questions after they view the session  
o Having a separate activity using the information they learned in the session 
o Taking a quiz  
o Posting on discussion board  
o Collaborating with their group members  
o Other (please specify)  
 
 
37) How do you require your students to do their assessments? 
o All assessments are giving on campus 
o All assessments are giving online  
o All assessments are online, but the final exam is on campus or at a testing center 
o Other (please explain)  
 
 
38) From your face-to-face to online course transition process, which of the following 
resources were most beneficial? (Check all that apply) 
o Attending workshops 
o Having an Information Technology (IT) consultant 
o Learning from other faculty members 
o Learning from other Universities   
o Learning from other academies, such as  Udacity, courser, edx, and khan’s academy 
o Learning how to work from synchronous to asynchronous  
o Other (please specify)  
 
39) From your face-to-face to online course transition process, how did the advancement in 
new technologies serve you? (Check all that apply) 
o Flexibility in dividing the students into small groups  
o Flexibility in getting the students engaged with each others 
o Flexibility in using the computer applications (apps) to login using tablets, mobiles, 
and other devices    
o Flexibility to login from anywhere, anytime 
o Availability of many resources to all students  
o Other (please specify)  
 
40) From your face-to-face to online courses transition process what were the major 
challenges that you experienced? (Check all that apply) 
o Being unsure of what material to post online. 
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o Communication barriers with students.  
o Students being uncomfortable with the online instruction.  
o Lack of enough knowledge.  
o Issues with compensation. 
o Fear from being released from work, for thinking there is no need for you anymore. 
o Fear from improper use of intellectual property; do your courses belong to you or to 
the institution you are working in. 
o Converting from Blackboard to Canvas. 
o Other (please specify) 
 
 
 
41) Think about the ways you present materials to students, what has changed, if anything, 
from your face-to-face to online instruction? 
 
42) Think about the ways you provide feedback to students, what has changed, if anything, 
from your face-to-face to online instruction? 
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
____ 
 
43) Think about the diverse talents and ways of learning, what has changed, if anything,  from 
you’re your face-to-face to online instruction? 
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
____ 
 
44) Think about interaction (student-instructor, student-student, student-content), what has 
changed, if anything, from your face-to-face to online instruction? 
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___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___ 
 
45) Think about active learning (engaging students in activities, analysis, synthesis, and 
evaluation of class content), what has changed, if anything, from your face-to-face to online 
instruction? 
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
____ 
 
46) How would you rate your face-to-face to online course transition process experience? 
 Extremely 
Uncomfortable  
Somewhat 
Uncomfortable  
Neither  Comfortable  Extremely 
Comfortable  
Course Transition 
Process Experience   
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
o  
 
 
o  
 
47) Do you recommend other faculty members to convert to Online Instruction? 
o Yes 
o No 
o Maybe (please explain) 
 
48) Are there any additional comments you would like to add? 
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
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Appendix J: E-mail Invitation for Pilot Participants  
Dear Professor, 
 
I am a Ph.D. candidate in Curriculum and Instruction, Adult Education and Distance 
Learning at the University of South Florida.  I am collecting data for my dissertation, in 
which I will be asking professors about their experiences in converting face-to-face 
courses to an online format.  This part of the study involves the piloting of my 
instrument with faculty members who have taught or are teaching online courses.  
Since this is a pilot study, your feedback is imperative to the overall success of my 
research. The link below will take you to the survey. The process should take only 
approximately 25 minutes and your participation is anonymous.  Please first answer 
the question then provide your comments about that item in the space provided, 
specifically if it needs modification; doesn't fit; needs rewording; or if something has 
been or should be omitted.  For your convenience, the box for your feedback is 
delineated by green text.  
 
http://usf.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_3jwbFxkVifeJEt7 
 
Thank you again for your participation. Should you have any questions, please feel 
free to contact me at the e-mail below. 
Best Regards, 
 
Heba AbuZayyad 
Ph.D. Candidate 
University of South Florida 
Dept. of Counseling, Leadership, Adult, Continuing, and Higher Education 
Mail Stop EDU 105 
4202 E. Fowler Avenue 
Tampa, FL 33620 
heba@mail.usf.edu 
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Appendix L: Questionnaire with Pilot Answers Representing Frequencies and 
Comments  
 
Faculty Perceptions Towards the Transitioning Process from Face-to-Face to Online Instruction 
 
 
Thank you for your participation in this research (USF IRB ###) regarding online 
instruction. Information gathered from this study may be utilized to assist universities in 
providing appropriate programs and resources to college-level instructors to assist them in 
providing quality online instruction.  Because of your background and experience, your 
participation and input is invaluable.   
This survey is a part of a dissertation, consists of 48 questions, and should take 
approximately less than 20 minutes to complete.   
Your participation is voluntary and uncompensated.  No identifying information is 
being gathered and your participation is anonymous and confidential.  There are no known 
benefits or risks to this research and data will be kept for a period of 5 years. 
 If, at any time, you have questions regarding your participation or issues with this 
website, please contact the Principal Investigator, Heba AbuZayyad, at pearla.az@gmail.com. 
 Again, thank you for your participation! 
 
I have read and understand my rights. 
o Yes …All 
 
Are you currently, or have you taught online? 
o Yes …All 
o No (please quit this survey) 
 
1)  How many years have you taught in higher education? 
o 0-2 …1 
o 3-5 …2 
o 6-8 …3 
o 9-11…0 
o 12 or more …6 
o Comments: 
➢ I am a visiting instructor/PhD student. If I include the time when I was only a PhD 
student the number would be 3-5. 
➢ Began teaching in 1966! 
➢ I taught for 10 years as an adjunct in Maine, 3 as a doctoral student in Georgia, and I 
am currently into my 10th year at USF. 
➢ Part time for 10 years/Full time 7 years 
 
2)  What is your gender? 
o Male…5  
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o Female…7 
o Comments: 
➢ why is this question necessary or relevant? 
3)  What is your faculty rank? 
o Adjunct/Part Time…5 
o Instructor…4 
o Assistant Professor …0 
o Associate Professor …2 
o Full Professor …0 
o Other (please specify) 
➢ _______ Visiting Instructor 
o Comments: 
➢ I taught online also as a  visiting instructor. 
➢ Promoted to Instructor II in 2012 
➢ I also taught 3 years on campus before teaching online 
 
4)  What is the total number of courses that you have taught fully online (a course with no face-
to-face meetings) to date? 
o None…0 
o Less than 5…3 
o 6-10…3 
o 11-20…3 
o 21 or more…3 
o Comments: 
➢ Have been teaching full-time schedule 100% online since August 2010. 
 
5)  What is the total number of blended courses that you have taught online, (blended courses 
are 1 to 2 face-to-face meetings but primarily online)? 
o None…4 
o Less than 5…5 
o 6-10…2 
o 11-20…0 
o 21 or more…1 
o Comments: 
➢ The wording should be "fewer than 5" (I'm an old English teacher!). 
 
6)  What was the major motivating factor that led you to begin teaching online courses? (Check 
all that apply) 
o Interest in online instruction…4 
o Job expectation or institutional requirement…9 
o Flexibility of teaching online…7 
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o Other (please specify) 
______ Attractiveness of this method to non-traditional adult students who combine busy 
work lives with academic study. 
o Comments: 
➢ We have many non-traditional students. Online provides them with flexibility to take 
courses. 
 
7)  What were your reasons for taking an online course as a learner? (Check all that apply) 
o I have never taken an online course as a learner…4 
o I have taken an online course for work…3 
o I have taken an online course for training…4 
o I have taken an online course out of personal interest…4 
o I have taken an online course as a part of a degree program…4 
 
8)  How has this experience as a learner in an online course or lack of affected your teaching in 
the online environment? 
 
Thematical Analysis 
 
9)  How difficult would you say it is on average to convert a course from face-to-face format to 
online format? 
 I have never converted a 
course from face-to-face to  
online 
Very 
easy 
Easy Neither easy 
nor hard 
Diffi
cult 
Very 
diffic
ult 
Conversion from face-
to- face to online 
 
0 
2 
 
0 
 
4 
 
5 
 
2 
 
 
 
Comments: 
➢ Depends on the course, the education methods, and the expectations of all parties. 
➢ Not seeing the visual feedback on a daily basis from students makes it more difficult . I 
only do 3 audio/video interviews each semester 
 
10)  What tools are you currently using in the online environment, that you did not use in the 
face-to-face instruction? (Check all that apply) 
o Digital Dropbox…4 
o Online Grade Book…10 
o Live Chat…1 
o Discussion Board…9 
o Video or Movies…7 
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o Podcasting…2 
o PowerPoint Presentations…9 
o Assessments…9 
o Virtual Classroom…1 
o Plagiarism Tools…6 
o Wikis…1 
o Other (please specify) 
____________ Group Work through Google Docs 
 See http://www.todroberts.com/USF/Roberts,T_OnlineTeachingApproach.htm 
______________________________________________ 
 
11)  Of the tool(s) that you are NOT currently using, what would you consider implementing in 
the future in your online courses? (Check all that apply) 
o I would not consider implementing any additional tools…2 
o Digital Dropbox, Box,…3 
o Online Grade Book…0 
o Live Chat…5 
o Discussion Board…1 
o Video or Movies…1 
o Podcasting…3 
o PowerPoint Presentations…0 
o Assessments…0 
o Virtual Classroom…4 
o Plagiarism Tools…0 
o Wikis…1 
o I would consider implementing other additional tools as they are developed…4 
o Other (please specify)  
➢ more mobile 
➢ Comments: 
➢ I used videos and movies and PPT in face-to-face classes, so I am not checking them.  
 
The next questions deal with Technical Aspects of the online transition 
process.  
 
12)  What type of formal training did you receive on the TECHNICAL ASPECTS of the 
Course Management System (CMS) PRIOR to instructing online? (Examples of CMS include 
Blackboard, Canvas, eCollege, Angel, Moodle & WebCT, to name a few) 
o Not Formally Trained…4 
o Institution Provided…6 
o CMS System Provided…2 
 348 
Appendix L Continued  
 
o Both Institutions and CMS System Provided…3 
o Other (please specify) 
➢ Self-teaching (autodidacticism) -- the technology is not difficult to learn 
 
o Comments: 
➢ But I did not take the trainings offered. I figured it out on my own, and I contact tech 
support as needed. 
 
13) How would you rate your technical preparation PRIOR to creating a course online? 
 Extremely 
Unprepared 
Somewhat 
Unprepared 
Neither 
Prepared or 
Unprepared 
Somewhat 
Prepared 
Extremely 
Prepared 
Technical 
Preparation Prior to 
Formal Training 
1 
 
2 0 6 
 
3 
o Comments: 
➢ You need to proofread more carefully -- does "extreemly" look OK to you? 
➢ Extremely prepared is not spelled Extreemly prepared 
 
 
14) To what extent have you had formal training in technical aspects of creating courses 
online? 
 None Little Some A lot  Extensive 
Formal Technical 
Training  
3 
 
    3 
 
      3 
 
        2 
 
1 
 
 
o Comments: 
➢ Learned it on my own through experimentation, research, and common sense. 
➢ I havew worked with the  E-learning department at USFSM 
➢ I have had a lot of industry training, which was much more educational than the 12 
hours of graduate credits I took in Instructional Technology. 
 
15)  How would you rate your technical preparation for creating a course online AFTER 
receiving formal training? 
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 Not 
Formally 
Trained 
Extremely 
Unprepared 
Somewhat 
Unprepared 
Neither 
Prepared or 
Unprepared 
Somewhat 
Prepared 
Extremely 
Prepared 
Technical 
Preparation After 
Formal Training 
 
3 
 
0 
 
2 
 
1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
o Comments: 
➢ I didn't receive a formal training 
 
16)  Do you think that technical training should be required prior to teaching the first online 
course? 
o Yes…7       
o No …5     
o Other (please explain) 
This is relevant only for extremely inexperienced faculty. 
 
o Comments: 
➢ Younger professors can figure out a lot of it on their own. I think a list of features 
and a number to call for help are sufficient for people with some technological 
savvy. 
 
17)  Would you like additional technical training opportunities pertaining to online instruction? 
o Yes…7  
o No (skip to question 19)…4 
o Maybe (please specify)…2 
➢ I am always willing to use newe tools especially those that promote active 
engagement or provide open respurces. 
➢ ONly to learn specific application/tools that i could use in my classes. Much of the 
training is repetitive and not relevant 
 
 
18) What format of technical training would you prefer, if any? (Check all that apply) 
o One on one…6 
o Face-to-face (small group)…2 
o Face-to-face (large group)…0 
o Web-based…4 
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The next questions deal with Instructional design aspects of the online 
transition process.  
 
19)  What type of formal training did you receive on the online INSTRUCTIONAL DESIGN 
ASPECTS of the Course Management System (CMS) prior to instructing online? (Examples of 
CMS include Blackboard, Canvas, eCollege, Angel, Moodle & WebCT, to name a few) 
o Not Formally Trained…10 
o Institution Provided…0 
o CMS System Provided…0 
o Both Institution and CMS System Provided…1 
o Other (please explain) 
Sloan C 
 
Comments: 
➢ Learned this on my own. I use the CMS as little as possible, preferring my own custom-
designed approach. 
 
20)  How would you rate your online instructional design training preparation PRIOR to 
putting a course online? 
 Extremely 
Unprepared 
Somewhat 
Unprepared 
Neither 
Prepared or 
Unprepared 
Somewhat 
Prepared 
Extremely 
Prepared 
Instructional  
Preparation Prior to 
Formal Training 
 
1 
 
3 
1 
 
 
5 
 
1 
 
Comments: 
➢ not relevant -- I learned on my own as I went along. 
➢ Prepared due to curriculum background. 
 
21)  How would you rate your online instructional design preparation for teaching online 
AFTER formal training? 
 Not 
Formally 
Trained 
Extremely 
Unprepared 
Somewhat 
Unprepared 
Neither 
Prepared or 
Unprepared 
Somewhat 
Prepared 
Extremely 
Prepared 
Instructional  
Preparation 
After Formal 
Training 
 
4 
 
0 
2 
 
 
0 
 
2 
 
2 
 
Comments: 
➢ not relevant 
 351 
 
Appendix L Continued  
22)  Do you think that instructional design training should be required prior to teaching the first 
online course? 
o Yes…7  
o No…4 
o Maybe (please explain) …1 
_____ As noted above, only for inexperienced faculty or those who are afraid of technology. 
____________________________________________________________________ 
o Comments: 
➢ In theory yes, but these types of trainings are usually not very helpful. I would not be 
motivated to attend a training like this. 
 
23)  Would you like additional instructional design training opportunities pertaining to online 
instruction? 
o Yes…6  
o No (skip to question 25)…5 
o Maybe (please specify) …0 
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
24)  What format of instructional design training would you prefer, if any? (Check all that 
apply) 
o One on one…4 
o Face-to-face (small group)…2 
o Face-to-face (large group)…0 
o Web-based…4 
 
The next questions deal with the online teaching experience as a whole.  
 
25)  Based on your online teaching experience, which of the following teaching formats best 
serves the learning process? (Check all that apply) 
o Online only…8 
o Blended sessions (online and face-to-face)…6 
o Elluminate and interactive online material …3 
o Depends on the course (please specify)…6 
➢ __ Some content is easier to disseminate online than others. I teach a class on 
phonetic transcription and it is very difficult. In general, in person classes are always 
better. 
➢ Some content and assessment are made more challenging by format and particular 
course goals. 
➢ For working students who are motivated 
➢ Depends on the course, depends on the audience. 
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➢ Depends, can't do some science courses online.  I use a virtual lab, however, and 
students love it.  
_______________________________________________________________ 
                    Comments: 
➢ Learning styles of students should be considered. 
➢ Elluminate is an abomination. 
➢ Although I think blended is actually the best way to teach, I have stopped including live 
components because it makes it too hard for some potential students to enroll. 
 
26)  Did your institution provide you with the funding/financial support you needed? 
o Yes…2 
o Yes, but I would have liked additional financial support…4 
o No…5 
o Comments: 
➢ Don't know -- USF does indeed charge more for online instruction, but I don't see any 
extra pay. I use only my own equipment. 
 
27)  Did you need additional funding/financial support to help you to obtain better quality 
online materials for your courses? 
o Yes…3  
o No…8 
o Comments: 
➢ Unsure - I don't know that is out there to use. 
 
28)  Have you used any web conferencing programs for holding discussion with your students 
in your online courses? (Examples are Elluminate Live, Blackboard collaborate, Panopto, etc.)  
o Yes…6 
o No (skip to question 31)…6 
 
29)  How many times have you used the web conferencing programs per semester? 
o 1 time…1 
o 2-3 times…2 
o Every week …3 
o Other (please specify)…0 
 
 
30)  Do you recommend using web conferencing programs in your online courses? 
o Yes…3 
o No (please explain your answer), (skip to question 33)…2 
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➢ I use Blackboard Collaborate, and it is very clunky. Students seem confused about how 
to use it, sharing my screen is difficult, and the connection is not usually very good. I 
find myself often switching to the phone or Skype. 
➢ Stsudents do not use it, just as they do not come to live office hours 
 
o Comments: 
➢ Sometimes  
 
31)  To what extent do you recommend using web conferencing programs in your online 
courses? 
 Not At All Minimal   Somewhat  A lot  Extremely  
Using web 
conferencing 
programs  
 
1 
 
3 
3  
1 
 
0 
o Comments: 
➢ Unsure 
➢ Depends 
 
32)  Why would you recommend using web conferencing programs in your online courses? 
(Check all that apply) 
o It provides a more interactive environment. …4 
o It helps in tracking whether the students are following up or not….4 
o It provides flexibility in delivery….5  
o It enhances the reinforcement of the material….4 
o Other (please explain) …2 
➢ For courses with very small enrollment or for the bringing guest speakers into the 
course. 
➢ personal touch 
 
o Comments: 
➢ Not relevant 
➢ Unsure 
 
33) Which delivery method do you most prefer? Please explain your answer. 
o Synchronous (Learning setting where students and the instructor interact at the same 
time using some interaction tool, and therefore it requires both instructors and students 
to be online at the same time)…1 
 
 354 
Appendix L Continued  
 
o Asynchronous (Learning setting where students and instructors can interact at different 
times, for example when a student watches a pre-recorded lecture, or when an instructor 
replies to a student's question in his own time)…7 
o Both methods…4 
Please explain your answer: 
 
➢ I have used  and use both. I find that with sessions being videoed, few students attend.  
➢ Requires lots of preparation on the instructor part but if well done provides unlimited 
support to the student.  
➢ Synchronous learning is useless for what I am teaching -- very inconvenient. 
➢ students can watch lecture several times 
➢ I like to have a personal conversation with everyone of my students at least once a 
week. 
______________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________ 
 
34) Do you require your students to attend synchronous discussions using any web 
conferencing program, if you hold any? 
o Yes…1 
o No…11 
o Comments: 
➢ Only the first one and they can email with justification as to why they cannot attent. 
 
35) Do you require your students to participate in the asynchronous recorded presentations, if 
you hold any? 
o Yes…9 
o No (skip to question 37)…3 
o Comments: 
➢ Students must send audio codes from the lectures to verify that they have heard them. 
 
36) If you are using asynchronous recorded presentations how would you ensure that the 
students are participating in the activities? (Check all that apply) 
o Giving students questions after they view the session…4  
o Having a separate activity using the information they learned in the session…5 
o Taking a quiz …5 
o Posting on discussion board…5 
o Collaborating with their group members …3 
o Other (please specify) …2 
➢ If they don't send the audio codes, their grades are penalized. 
➢ They cannot succeed in course without watching the video lectures 
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37) How do you require your students to do their (assignments)? 
o All assignments are giving on campus…12 
o All assignments are giving online …0 
o All assignments are online, but the final exam is on campus or at a testing center…0 
o Other (please explain) …0 
 
o Comments: 
➢ All written work is exchanged via email; final exam is help through Canvas. You need to 
change "giving" to "given." 
 
38) From your face-to-face to online course transition process, which of the following 
resources were most beneficial? (Check all that apply) 
o Attending workshops…3 
o Having an Information Technology (IT) consultant…7 
o Learning from other faculty members…4 
o Learning from other Universities …1 
o Learning from other academies, such as  Udacity, courser, edx, and khan’s academy…2 
o Learning how to work from synchronous to asynchronous …0 
o Other (please specify) …3 
➢ paying attention to student comments and suggestions. 
➢ Learning by doing, gathering feedback, and repeating 
➢ learned on my own 
 
o Comments: 
➢ Have learned this on my own through web research and experimentation. 
 
39) From your face-to-face to online course transition process, how did the advancement in 
new technologies serve you? (Check all that apply) 
o Flexibility in dividing the students into small groups …3 
o Flexibility in getting the students engaged with each others…4 
o Flexibility in using the computer applications (apps) to login using tablets, mobiles, and 
other devices …4   
o Flexibility to login from anywhere, anytime…9 
o Availability of many resources to all students …8 
o Other (please specify) …0 
 
o Comments: 
➢ I use no conventional texts because all needed resources are freely available online. 
 
40) From your face-to-face to online courses transition process what were the major challenges 
that you experienced? (Check all that apply) 
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o Being unsure of what material to post online….3 
o Communication barriers with students. …6 
o Students being uncomfortable with the online instruction. …4 
o Lack of enough knowledge.…3 
o Issues with compensation….2 
o Fear from being released from work, for thinking there is no need for you anymore….2 
o Fear from improper use of intellectual property; do your courses belong to you or to the 
institution you are working in….3 
o Converting from Blackboard to Canvas….7 
o Other (please specify)…2 
➢ Uncertainty of who is really completing the course modules (the student or friends) 
➢ Students too willing to communicate impersonally or just online 
 
o Comments: 
➢ None of these is relevant to me; all posted material is "legal" because of Fair Use 
doctrine. 
➢ I began developing online courses by first taking f2f courses and putting serveal clases 
online.  I had an easy transition to the online world. 
 
41) Think about the ways you present materials to students, what has changed, if anything, 
from your face-to-face to online instruction? 
 
42) Think about the ways you provide feedback to students, what has changed, if anything, 
from your face-to-face to online instruction? 
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
43) Think about the diverse talents and ways of learning, what has changed, if anything,  from 
you’re your face-to-face to online instruction? 
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________ 
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44) Think about interaction (student-instructor, student-student, student-content), what has 
changed, if anything, from your face-to-face to online instruction? 
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
45) Think about active learning (engaging students in activities, analysis, synthesis, and 
evaluation of class content), what has changed, if anything, from your face-to-face to online 
instruction? 
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
46) How would you rate your face-to-face to online course transition process experience? 
 Extremely 
Uncomfortable  
Somewhat 
Uncomfortable  
Neither  Comfortable  Extremely 
Comfortable  
Course Transition 
Process Experience   
 
0 
 
1 
 
2 
5 
 
 
3 
 
o Comments: 
➢ Some aspects I like better; others I do not. 
 
47) Do you recommend other faculty members to convert to Online Instruction? 
o Yes…6 
o No…1 
o Maybe (please explain)…6 
➢ Various formats of instructions are needed depending upon student learning styles 
and course content. 
➢ Only those instructors who are willing to do the hard work of creating their content or 
creating great assessments should be allowed to teach online.   
➢ I completely depends on the course and content. I definitely do NOT recommend it 
from a purely convenience perspective. It has to make sense pedagogically. 
➢ depends on the course and a teacher's comfort level with fundamental change 
➢ Depends on the class! 
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➢ I think they both serve a purpose and both should be experienced. 
 
 
o Comments: 
➢ It can be avoided 
 
48) Are there any additional comments you would like to add? 
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
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Faculty Perceptions Towards the Transitioning Process from Face-to-Face to Online Instruction 
 
 
Thank you for your participation in this research (USF IRB ###) regarding online 
instruction. Information gathered from this study may be utilized to assist universities in 
providing appropriate programs and resources to college-level instructors to assist them in 
providing quality online instruction.  Because of your background and experience, your 
participation and input is invaluable.   
This survey is a part of a dissertation, consists of 49 questions, and should take 
approximately less than 20 minutes to complete.   
Your participation is voluntary and uncompensated.  No identifying information is 
being gathered and your participation is anonymous and confidential.  There are no known 
benefits or risks to this research and data will be kept for a period of 5 years. 
 If, at any time, you have questions regarding your participation or issues with this 
website, please contact the Principal Investigator, Heba AbuZayyad, at pearla.az@gmail.com. 
 Again, thank you for your participation! 
 
I have read and understand my rights. 
o Yes  
 
Are you currently teaching or have you taught online? 
o Yes 
o No (please quit this survey) 
 
1)  How many years have you taught in higher education? 
o 0-2 
o 3-5 
o 6-8 
o 9-11 
o 12 or more 
 
2)  What is your gender? 
o Male  
o Female 
o Other (please specify) 
______________________________________________________ 
 
3)  What is your faculty rank? 
o Adjunct/Part Time 
o Instructor 
o Assistant Professor  
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o Associate Professor  
o Full Professor  
o Visiting Instructor 
o Other (please specify) 
_________________________________________________________ 
  
4)  What is the total number of courses (including different offerings for the same course) that 
you have taught fully online (a course with no face-to-face meetings) to date? 
o None 
o 5 or fewer 
o 6-10 
o 11-20 
o 21 or more 
  
5)  What is the total number of blended courses (including different offerings for the same 
course) that you have taught online, (blended courses are 1 to 2 face-to-face meetings but 
primarily online)? 
o None 
o 5 or fewer 
o 6-10 
o 11-20 
o 21 or more 
 
6)  What was the major motivating factor that led you to begin teaching online courses? (Check 
all that apply) 
o Interest in online instruction 
o Job expectation or institutional requirement 
o Flexibility of teaching online 
o Other (please specify) 
_________________________________________________________ 
 
7)  What were your reasons for taking an online course as a learner? (Check all that apply) 
o I have never taken an online course as a learner 
o I have taken an online course for work 
o I have taken an online course for training 
o I have taken an online course out of personal interest 
o I have taken an online course as a part of a degree program 
 
8)  How has your experience as a learner in an online course (or lack of taking an online 
course) affected your teaching in the online environment? 
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9)  How difficult would you say it is on average to convert a course from face-to-face format to 
online format? 
 I have never converted a 
course from face-to-face to  
online 
Very 
easy 
Easy Neither easy 
nor hard 
Diffi
cult 
Very 
diffic
ult 
Conversion from face-
to- face to online 
 
o  
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
 
10)  What tools are you currently using in the online environment, that you did not use in the 
face-to-face instruction? (Check all that apply) 
o Digital Dropbox 
o Online Grade Book 
o Live Chat 
o Discussion Board 
o Video or Movies 
o Podcasting 
o PowerPoint Presentations 
o Assessments 
o Virtual Classroom 
o Plagiarism Tools 
o Wikis 
o Online Office Suite (Google Docs, Office365,…) 
o Other (please specify) 
__________________________________________________________ 
 
11)  Of the tool(s) that you are NOT currently using, what would you consider implementing in 
the future in your online courses? (Check all that apply) 
o I would not consider implementing any additional tools 
o Digital Dropbox, Box, 
o Online Grade Book 
o Live Chat 
o Discussion Board 
o Video or Movies 
o Podcasting 
o PowerPoint Presentations 
o Assessments 
o Virtual Classroom 
o Plagiarism Tools 
o Wikis 
o Online Office Suite (Google Docs, Office365,…) 
o I would consider implementing other additional tools as they are developed 
o Other (please specify)  
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The next questions deal with Technical Aspects of the online transition 
process.  
 
12) To what extent have you had formal training in technical aspects of creating courses 
online? 
 None Little Some A lot  Extensive 
Formal Technical 
Training  
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
 
 
13)  What source of formal training did you receive on the TECHNICAL ASPECTS of the 
Course Management System (CMS) PRIOR to instructing online? (Examples of CMS include 
Blackboard, Canvas, eCollege, Angel, Moodle & WebCT, to name a few) 
o Not Formally Trained 
o Institution Provided 
o CMS System Provided 
o Both Institutions and CMS System Provided 
o Other (please specify) 
 
 
14) How would you rate your technical preparation for creating a course online PRIOR to 
receiving formal training? 
 Not 
Formally 
Trained 
Extremely 
Unprepared 
Somewhat 
Unprepared 
Neither 
Prepared or 
Unprepared 
Somewhat 
Prepared 
Extremely 
Prepared 
Technical 
Preparation After 
Formal Training 
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
15)  How would you rate your technical preparation for creating a course online AFTER 
receiving formal training? 
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 Not 
Formally 
Trained 
Extremely 
Unprepared 
Somewhat 
Unprepared 
Neither 
Prepared or 
Unprepared 
Somewhat 
Prepared 
Extremely 
Prepared 
Technical 
Preparation After 
Formal Training 
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
16)  Do you think that technical training should be required prior to teaching the first online 
course? 
o Yes       
o No      
o Other (please explain) 
 
 
17)  Would you like additional technical training opportunities pertaining to online instruction? 
o Yes  
o No (skip to question 19) 
o Maybe (please specify) 
 
 
18) What format of technical training would you prefer, if any? (Check all that apply) 
o One on one 
o Face-to-face (small group) 
o Face-to-face (large group) 
o Web-based 
 
The next questions deal with Instructional Design aspects of the online 
transition process.  
 
 
19)  What source of formal training did you receive on the online INSTRUCTIONAL DESIGN 
ASPECTS of the Course Management System (CMS) PRIOR to instructing online? (Examples 
of CMS include Blackboard, Canvas, eCollege, Angel, Moodle & WebCT, to name a few) 
o Not Formally Trained 
o Institution Provided 
o CMS System Provided 
o Both Institution and CMS System Provided 
o Other (please explain) 
_____________________________________________________________ 
 
 364 
 
Appendix M Continued  
 
20)  How would you rate your online instructional design training preparation PRIOR to 
receiving formal training? 
 
 
 Not 
Formally 
Trained 
Extremely 
Unprepared 
Somewhat 
Unprepared 
Neither 
Prepared or 
Unprepared 
Somewhat 
Prepared 
Extremely 
Prepared 
Technical 
Preparation After 
Formal Training 
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
  
21)  How would you rate your online instructional design preparation for teaching online 
AFTER receiving formal training? 
 Not 
Formally 
Trained 
Extremely 
Unprepared 
Somewhat 
Unprepared 
Neither 
Prepared or 
Unprepared 
Somewhat 
Prepared 
Extremely 
Prepared 
Instructional  
Preparation 
After Formal 
Training 
 
o  
 
o  
o  
 
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
 
22)  Do you think that instructional design training should be required prior to teaching the first 
online course? 
o Yes  
o No 
o Maybe (please explain)  
_________________________________________________________________________ 
 
23)  Would you like additional instructional design training opportunities pertaining to online 
instruction? 
o Yes  
o No (skip to question 25) 
o Maybe (please specify)  
______________________________________________________________________ 
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24)  What format of instructional design training would you prefer, if any? (Check all that 
apply) 
 
o One on one 
o Face-to-face (small group) 
o Face-to-face (large group) 
o Web-based 
 
The next questions deal with the online teaching experience as a whole.  
 
25)  Based on your online teaching experience, which of the following teaching formats best 
serves the learning process? (Check all that apply) 
o Online only 
o Blended sessions (online and face-to-face) 
o Depends on the learner (please specify) 
_________________________________________________________________ 
 
o Depends on the course (please specify) 
_________________________________________________________________ 
                               
26)  Did your institution provide you with the funding/financial support you needed? 
o Yes 
o Yes, but I would have liked additional financial support 
o No 
 
27)  Did you need additional funding/financial support to help you to obtain better quality 
online materials for your courses? 
o Yes  
o No 
28)  Have you used any web conferencing programs for holding discussions with your students 
in your online courses? (Examples are Elluminate Live, Blackboard collaborate, Adobe 
Connect, Skype, etc.)  
o Yes 
o No (skip to question 32) 
 
29)  How many times have you used the web conferencing programs per semester? 
o 1 time 
o 2-3 times 
o Every week  
o Other (please specify) 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
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30)  Do you recommend using web conferencing programs in your online courses? 
o Yes 
o Sometimes 
o No (please explain your answer), (skip to question 34) 
 
 
31)  To what extent do you recommend using web conferencing programs in your online 
courses? 
 
 Minimally    Somewhat  A lot  Extremely  
Using web 
conferencing 
programs  
 
o  
o   
o  
 
o  
 
32)  Why would you recommend using web conferencing programs in your online courses? 
(Check all that apply) 
o It provides a more interactive environment.  
o It helps in tracking whether the students are following up or not. 
o It provides flexibility in delivery.  
o It enhances the reinforcement of the material. 
o Other (please explain)  
 
 
33) Which delivery method do you most prefer? Please explain your answer. 
o Synchronous (Learning setting where students and the instructor interact at the same 
time using some interaction tool, and therefore it requires both instructors and students 
to be online at the same time) 
o Asynchronous (Learning setting where students and instructors can interact at different 
times, for example when a student watches a pre-recorded lecture, or when an instructor 
replies to a student's question in his own time) 
o Both methods 
Please explain your answer: 
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
34) Do you require your students to attend synchronous discussions using any web 
conferencing program, if you hold any? 
o Yes 
o No 
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35) Do you require your students to participate in the asynchronous recorded presentations, if 
you hold any? 
o Yes 
o No (skip to question 38) 
 
36) If you are using asynchronous recorded presentations how would you ensure that the 
students are participating in the activities? (Check all that apply) 
o Giving students questions after they view the session  
o Having a separate activity using the information they learned in the session 
o Taking a quiz  
o Posting on discussion board  
o Collaborating with their group members  
o Other (please specify)  
 
 
37) How do you require your students to do their (assignments)? 
o All assignments are given on campus 
o All assignments are given online  
o Some assignments are online, and some are on campus 
o Other (please explain)  
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
38) From your face-to-face to online course transition process, which of the following 
resources were most beneficial? (Check all that apply) 
o Attending workshops 
o Having an Information Technology (IT) consultant 
o Learning from other faculty members 
o Learning from other Universities   
o Learning from other academies, such as  Udacity, courser, edx, and khan’s academy 
o Learning how to work from synchronous to asynchronous  
o Other (please specify)  
 
39) From your face-to-face to online course transition process, how did the advancement in 
new technologies serve you? (Check all that apply) 
o Flexibility in dividing the students into small groups  
o Flexibility in getting the students engaged with each others 
o Flexibility in using the computer applications (apps) to login using tablets, mobiles, and 
other devices    
o Flexibility to login from anywhere, anytime 
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o Availability of many resources to all students  
o Other (please specify)  
 
 
40) From your face-to-face to online courses transition process what were the major challenges 
that you experienced? (Check all that apply) 
o Being unsure of what material to post online. 
o Communication barriers with students.  
o Students being uncomfortable with the online instruction.  
o Lack of enough knowledge.  
o Issues with compensation. 
o Fear from being released from work, for thinking there is no need for you anymore. 
o Fear from improper use of intellectual property; do your courses belong to you or to the 
institution you are working in. 
o Converting from Blackboard to Canvas. 
o Other (please specify) 
 
 
41) Think about the ways you present materials to students, what has changed, if anything, 
from your face-to-face to online instruction? 
 
 
42) Think about the ways you provide feedback to students, what has changed, if anything, 
from your face-to-face to online instruction? 
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________ 
43) Think about the diverse talents and ways of learning, what has changed, if anything,  from 
you’re your face-to-face to online instruction? 
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
44) Think about interaction (student-instructor, student-student, student-content), what has 
changed, if anything, from your face-to-face to online instruction? 
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________ 
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45) Think about active learning (engaging students in activities, analysis, synthesis, and 
evaluation of class content), what has changed, if anything, from your face-to-face to online 
instruction? 
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
46) How would you rate your face-to-face to online course transition process experience? 
 
 Extremely 
Uncomfortable  
Somewhat 
Uncomfortable  
Neither  Comfortable  Extremely 
Comfortable  
Course Transition 
Process Experience   
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
o  
 
 
o  
 
 
47) Do you recommend other faculty members to convert to Online Instruction? 
o Yes 
o No 
o Maybe (please explain) 
 
 
48) Are there any additional comments you would like to add? 
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
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Faculty Perceptions Towards the Transitioning Process from Face-to-Face to Online Instruction 
 
Thank you for your participation in this research (USF IRB ###) regarding online 
instruction. Information gathered from this study may be utilized to assist universities in 
providing appropriate programs and resources to college-level instructors to assist them in 
providing quality online instruction.  Because of your background and experience, your 
participation and input is invaluable.   
This survey is a part of a dissertation, consists of 50 questions, and should take 
approximately less than 25 minutes to complete.   
Your participation is voluntary and uncompensated.  No identifying information is 
being gathered and your participation is anonymous and confidential.  There are no known 
benefits or risks to this research and data will be kept for a period of 5 years. 
 If, at any time, you have questions regarding your participation or issues with this 
website, please contact the Principal Investigator, Heba AbuZayyad, at heba@mail.usf.edu 
 Again, thank you for your participation! 
 
I have read and understand my rights as listed above. 
o Yes  
 
Are you currently teaching or have you taught online, in a higher education setting? 
o Yes 
o No (please quit this survey) 
 
1)  How many years have you taught in a higher education setting? 
o 0-2 
o 3-5 
o 6-8 
o 9-11 
o 12 or more 
 
2)  What is your gender? 
o Female   
o Male 
o Other (please specify) 
______________________________________________________ 
 
3)  What is your faculty position? 
o Full Professor  
o Associate Professor  
o Assistant Professor  
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o Instructor 
o Visiting Instructor 
o Adjunct/Part Time 
o Other (please specify) 
_________________________________________________________ 
  
4)  What is the total number of courses (including different offerings for the same course) that 
you have taught fully online (a course with no face-to-face meetings) to date? 
o None 
o 5 or fewer 
o 6-10 
o 11-20 
o 21 or more 
  
5)  What is the total number of blended courses (including different offerings for the same 
course) that you have taught online, (blended courses are 1 to 3 face-to-face meetings but 
primarily online)? 
o None 
o 5 or fewer 
o 6-10 
o 11-20 
o 21 or more 
 
6)  What was the major motivating factor that led you to begin teaching online courses? (Check 
all that apply) 
o Interest in online instruction 
o Job expectation or institutional requirement 
o Flexibility of teaching online 
o Self motivation  
o Other (please specify) 
_________________________________________________________ 
 
7)  What were your reasons for taking an online course as a learner? (Check all that apply) 
o I have never taken an online course as a learner (skip to # 9) 
o I have taken an online course for work 
o I have taken an online course for training 
o I have taken an online course out of personal interest 
o I have taken an online course as a part of a degree program 
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o Other (please specify) 
__________________________________________________________________ 
 
8)  How has your experience as a learner in an online course (or lack of taking an online course) 
affected your teaching in the online environment? 
o There is no relationship between taking an online course as a learner and teaching in the 
online environment. 
o This experience had helped in improving my skills developing online courses, and made 
me more comfortable in this educational model. 
o Motivation (The experience of developing an online course motivated me to participate in 
another course). 
o Other (please specify) 
__________________________________________________________________ 
 
9)  How difficult would you say it is on average to convert a course from face-to-face format to 
online format? 
 I have never converted a 
course from face-to-face to  
online 
Very 
easy 
Easy Neither easy 
nor hard 
Diffic
ult 
Very 
difficult 
Conversion from face-
to-face to online 
 
o  
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
 
10)  What tools are you currently using in the online environment, that you did not use in the 
face-to-face instruction? (Check all that apply) 
o Digital Dropbox, Box,… 
o Online Grade Book 
o Live Chat 
o Discussion Board 
o Video or Movies 
o Podcasting 
o PowerPoint Presentations 
o Assessments 
o Virtual Classroom 
o Plagiarism Tools 
o Wikis 
o Online Office Suite (Google Docs, Office365,…) 
o Doodle 
o Web conferencing programs  
o Interactive online materials  
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o Other (please specify) 
__________________________________________________________ 
 
11)  Of the tool(s) that you are NOT currently using, what would you consider implementing in 
the future in your online courses? (Check all that apply) 
o I would not consider implementing any additional tools 
o Digital Dropbox, Box, .. 
o Online Grade Book 
o Live Chat 
o Discussion Board 
o Video or Movies 
o Podcasting 
o PowerPoint Presentations 
o Assessments 
o Virtual Classroom 
o Plagiarism Tools 
o Wikis 
o Online Office Suite (Google Docs, Office365,…) 
o Doodle 
o Web conferencing programs  
o Interactive online materials  
o I would consider implementing other additional tools as they are developed 
o Other (please specify)  
 
 
The next questions deal with Technical Aspects of the online transition 
process. Some examples are:  
 
12) To what extent have you had formal training in technical aspects of creating online courses? 
 None Little Some A lot  Extensive 
Formal Technical 
Training  
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
 
 
13)  What source of formal training did you receive on the TECHNICAL ASPECTS of the 
Course Management System (CMS) PRIOR to instructing online? (Examples of CMS include 
Blackboard, Canvas, eCollege, Angel, Moodle & WebCT, to name a few) 
o Not Formally Trained 
o Institution Provided 
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o CMS System Provided 
o Both Institutions and CMS System Provided 
o Self Taught 
o Other (please specify) 
 
 
14) How would you rate your technical preparation for creating online courses PRIOR to 
receiving formal training? 
 Not 
Formally 
Trained 
Extremely 
Unprepared 
Somewhat 
Unprepared 
Neither 
Prepared nor 
Unprepared 
Somewhat 
Prepared 
Extremely 
Prepared 
Technical 
Preparation 
PRIOR 
Formal Training 
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
15)  How would you rate your technical preparation for creating online courses AFTER 
receiving formal training? 
 
 Not 
Formally 
Trained 
Extremely 
Unprepared 
Somewhat 
Unprepared 
Neither 
Prepared nor 
Unprepared 
Somewhat 
Prepared 
Extremely 
Prepared 
Technical 
Preparation 
AFTER 
Formal Training 
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
16)  Do you think that technical training should be required prior to teaching the first online 
course? 
o Yes       
o No      
o Other (please explain) 
 
 
17)  Would you like additional technical training opportunities pertaining to online instruction, if 
any? 
o Yes  
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o No (skip to question 19) 
o Maybe (please specify) 
______________________________________________________________________ 
  
18) What format of technical training would you prefer, if any? (Check all that apply) 
o One on one 
o Face-to-face (small group) 
o Face-to-face (large group) 
o Web-based 
 
The next questions deal with Instructional Design aspects of the online 
transition process.  Some examples are:  
 
19) To what extent have you had formal training in instructional design of creating online 
courses? 
 None Little Some A lot  Extensive 
Formal Technical 
Training  
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
 
 
20)  What source of formal training did you receive on the online INSTRUCTIONAL DESIGN 
ASPECTS of the Course Management System (CMS) PRIOR to instructing online? (Examples 
of CMS include Blackboard, Canvas, eCollege, Angel, Moodle & WebCT, to name a few) 
o Not Formally Trained 
o Institution Provided 
o CMS System Provided 
o Both Institution and CMS System Provided 
o Other (please explain) 
_____________________________________________________________ 
 
21)  How would you rate your online instructional design training preparation PRIOR to 
receiving formal training? 
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 Not 
Formally 
Trained 
Extremely 
Unprepared 
Somewhat 
Unprepared 
Neither 
Prepared or 
Unprepared 
Somewhat 
Prepared 
Extremely 
Prepared 
Technical 
Preparation After 
Formal Training 
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
 
22)  How would you rate your online instructional design preparation for teaching online AFTER 
receiving formal training? 
 
 
 Not 
Formally 
Trained 
Extremely 
Unprepared 
Somewhat 
Unprepared 
Neither 
Prepared nor 
Unprepared 
Somewhat 
Prepared 
Extremely 
Prepared 
Instructional  
Preparation 
AFTER Formal 
Training 
 
o  
 
o  
o  
 
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
 
 
23)  Do you think that instructional design training should be required prior to teaching the first 
online course? 
o Yes  
o No 
o Maybe (please explain)  
_________________________________________________________________________ 
 
24)  Would you like additional instructional design training opportunities pertaining to online 
instruction? 
o Yes  
o No (skip to question 25) 
o Maybe (please specify)  
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
25)  What format of instructional design training would you prefer, if any? (Check all that apply) 
o One on one 
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o Face-to-face (small group) 
o Face-to-face (large group) 
o Web-based 
 
The next questions deal with the online teaching experience as a whole.  
 
26)  Based on your online teaching experience, which of the following teaching formats best 
serves the learning process? (Check all that apply) 
o Online only 
o Blended sessions (online and face-to-face) 
o Web conferencing programs 
o Interactive online material  
o Depends on the learner (please specify) 
_________________________________________________________________ 
 
o Depends on the course (please specify) 
_________________________________________________________________ 
                               
27)  Did your institution provide you with the funding/financial support you needed? 
o Yes 
o Yes, but I would have liked additional financial support 
o No 
 
28)  Did you need additional funding/financial support to help you to obtain better quality online 
materials for your courses? 
o Yes  
o No 
 
29)  Have you used any web conferencing programs for holding discussions with your students 
in your online courses? (Examples are Elluminate Live, Blackboard Collaborate, Adobe 
Connect, Skype, etc.)  
o Yes 
o No (skip to question 32) 
 
30)  How many times have you used the web conferencing programs per semester? 
o 1 time 
o 2-3 times 
o Every week  
o Other (please specify) 
______________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
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31)  Do you recommend using web conferencing programs in your online courses? 
o Yes 
o Sometimes 
o No (please explain your answer), (skip to question 34) 
 
 
32)  To what extent do you recommend using web conferencing programs in your online 
courses? 
 
 
 Minimally    Somewhat  A lot  Extremely  
Using web 
conferencing 
programs  
 
o  
o   
o  
 
o  
 
33)  Why would you recommend using web conferencing programs in your online courses? 
(Check all that apply) 
o It provides a more interactive environment.  
o It helps in tracking whether the students are following up or not. 
o It provides flexibility in delivery.  
o It enhances the reinforcement of the material. 
o Other (please explain)  
 
 
34) Which delivery method do you most prefer? Please explain your answer. 
o Synchronous (Learning setting where students and the instructor interact at the same time 
using some interaction tool, and therefore it requires both instructors and students to be 
online at the same time) 
o Asynchronous (Learning setting where students and instructors can interact at different 
times, for example when a student watches a pre-recorded lecture, or when an instructor 
replies to a student's question in his own time) 
o Both methods 
Please explain your answer: 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
o Other (please explain) 
________________________________________________________________________ 
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35) Do you require your students to attend synchronous discussions using any web conferencing 
program, if you hold any? 
o Yes 
o No 
 
36) Do you require your students to participate in the asynchronous recorded presentations, if 
you hold any? 
o Yes 
o No (skip to question 38) 
 
37) If you are using asynchronous recorded presentations how would you ensure that the students 
are participating in the activities? (Check all that apply) 
o Giving students questions after they view the session  
o Having a separate activity using the information they learned in the session 
o Taking a quiz  
o Posting on discussion board  
o Collaborating with their group members  
o Other (please specify)  
 
 
38) How do you require your students to do their assignments? 
o All assignments are given face-to-face 
o All assignments are given online  
o Some assignments are online, and some are face-to-face 
o Other (please explain)  
________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
39) From your face-to-face to online course transition process, which of the following resources 
were most beneficial? (Check all that apply) 
o Attending workshops 
o Having an Information Technology (IT) consultant 
o Learning from other faculty members 
o Learning from other universities   
o Learning from other academies, such as Udacity, Courser, Edx, and Khan’s academy 
o Learning how to work from synchronous to asynchronous  
o Other (please specify)  
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40) From your face-to-face to online course transition process, how did the advancement in new 
technologies serve you? (Check all that apply) 
o Flexibility in dividing the students into small groups  
o Flexibility in getting the students engaged with each other 
o Flexibility in using the computer applications (apps) to login using tablets, mobiles, and 
other devices    
o Flexibility to login from anywhere, anytime 
o Availability of many resources to all students  
o Other (please specify)  
 
41) From your face-to-face to online course transition process. What were the major challenges 
that you experienced? (Check all that apply) 
o Being unsure of what material to post online. 
o Communication barriers with students.  
o Students being uncomfortable with the online instruction.  
o Lack of enough knowledge.  
o Issues with compensation. 
o Fear from being released from work, for thinking there is no need for you anymore. 
o Fear from improper use of intellectual property; do your courses belong to you or to the 
institution you are working in. 
o Converting from Blackboard to Canvas. 
o Other (please specify) 
 
 
42) Think about the ways you present materials to students. What has changed, if anything, from 
your face-to-face to online instruction? 
o The ways of communicating with students change with online courses. 
o It takes longer to present materials online rather thane face-to-face. 
o Copyright and ADA policies must be adhered to for online regulations. 
o It is easier to address individual needs in online instruction. 
o Other (please specify) 
 
 
43) Think about the ways you provide feedback to students. What has changed, if anything, from 
your face-to-face to online instruction? 
o No change happened in the ways of providing feedback to students in online instruction. 
o More feedback is given in online instruction. 
o More written comments are given in online instruction.  
o Other (please specify) 
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44) Think about the diverse talents and ways of learning. What has changed, if anything, from  
your face-to-face to online instruction? 
o No changes occurred regarding the diversity of talents and ways of learning. 
o Need to use more creative assessments. 
o Need to pay attention to student learning styles. 
o Other (please specify) 
 
45) Think about interaction (student-instructor, student-student, student-content). What has 
changed, if anything, from your face-to-face to online instruction? 
 
o More self-direction in online instruction.  
o More freedom, greater accessibility, affordability, convenience, and the freedom to 
students to express their reaction to course contents. 
o Reduced interaction and the ability of students asking questions. 
o Enhanced interaction as all students participate. 
o The instructor has to think harder about communication in online instruction (to ensure 
students are not hiding behind their computers, and to not be misunderstood). 
o Other (please specify) 
 
 
46) Think about active learning (engaging students in activities, analysis, synthesis, and 
evaluation of class content). What has changed, if anything, from your face-to-face to online 
instruction? 
 
o No changes took place in active learning in online instruction.  
o Creating opportunities for engagement in online instruction (group discussion).   
o Other (please specify) 
 
 
47) How would you rate your face-to-face to online course transition process experience? 
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 Extremely 
Uncomfortable  
Somewhat 
Uncomfortable  
Neither  Comfortable  Extremely 
Comfortable  
Course Transition 
Process Experience   
 
o  
 
o  
 
o  
o  
 
 
o  
 
48) Would you recommend other faculty members to convert to Online Instruction? 
o Yes 
o No 
o Maybe (please explain) 
 
 
49) Are there any additional comments you would like to add? 
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________ 
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Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
I am Heba AbuZayyad-Nuseibeh, a Ph.D. candidate in Curriculum and Instruction, Adult 
Education and Distance Learning at the University of South Florida.  I am collecting data 
for my dissertation, in which I will be asking professors about their experiences in 
converting face-to-face courses to an online format (USF IRB# ).  
 
My study population is the full-time faculty members teaching is summer 2016 at USF-
Tampa. Is it possible please to provide the e-mail addresses of these faculty members 
in order to complete my study. 
 
The data obtained will be strictly confidential and anonymous.   
 
Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at the e-mail below. 
Best Regards, 
 
Heba AbuZayyad-Nuseibeh 
Ph.D. Candidate 
University of South Florida 
Dept. of Counseling, Leadership, Adult, Continuing, and Higher Education 
Mail Stop EDU 105 
4202 E. Fowler Avenue 
Tampa, FL 33620 
heba@mail.usf.edu 
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Appendix P: Invitation for Participation E-mail Message  
 
Dear Professor, 
 
I am a Ph.D. candidate in Curriculum and Instruction, Adult Education and Distance 
Learning at the University of South Florida.  I am collecting data for my dissertation, in 
which I will be asking professors about their experiences in converting face-to-face 
courses to an online format (USF IRB# ).   
Your feedback is imperative to the overall success of my research.  I am using web-
based survey, the link below will take you to to it. The process should take only 
approximately 25 minutes.   
Your participation is voluntary and uncompensated.  No identifying information is being 
gathered, and your participation is anonymous and confidential.  
 
http://usf.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_3jwbFxkVifeJEt7 
 
Thank you again for your participation. Should you have any questions, please feel free 
to contact me at the e-mail below. 
Best Regards, 
 
Heba AbuZayyad-Nuseibeh  
Ph.D. Candidate 
University of South Florida 
Dept. of Counseling, Leadership, Adult, Continuing, and Higher Education 
Mail Stop EDU 105 
4202 E. Fowler Avenue 
Tampa, FL 33620 
heba@mail.usf.edu 
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Appendix Q: Reminder for Participation e-mail Message  
 
Dear Professor, 
 
You have already received an e-mail requesting your participation on my quantitative 
study about faculty perceptions on the transitioning process from face-to-face to online 
instructions (USF IRB# ).  Please discard this e-mail if you have already participated, 
and thank you for your valuable feedback.  
 
If you have not participated yet, please take around 25 minutes to complete the survey 
in the below link.  Your feedback is very valuable and imperative for the over all success 
of this study.   
Your participation is voluntary and uncompensated.  No identifying information is being 
gathered, and your participation is anonymous and confidential.  
 
 
http://usf.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_3jwbFxkVifeJEt7 
 
Thank you again for your participation. Should you have any questions, please feel free 
to contact me at the e-mail below. 
 
Best Regards, 
 
Heba AbuZayyad-Nuseibeh  
Ph.D. Candidate 
University of South Florida 
Dept. of Counseling, Leadership, Adult, Continuing, and Higher Education 
Mail Stop EDU 105 
4202 E. Fowler Avenue 
Tampa, FL 33620 
heba@mail.usf.edu 
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Appendix R: IRB Approval Letter  
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Appendix S: Copy of e-mail Invitation Letter for Reliability Testing  
 
Dear Faculty member, 
My name is Heba AbuZayyad-Nuseibeh, a Ph.D. candidate in Curriculum and 
Instruction, Adult Education and Distance Learning at the University of South Florida.  
I have developed an instrumentation for my study (USF IRB# 27411) and asked faculty 
members about their experiences in converting face-to-face courses to an online 
format.  
In order to test the reliability of this instrument, I would like to ask you please to take the 
survey and then retake it again after one week (I will send e-mail reminder).  Please 
kindly use the same pseudonyms at both times, so I can compare the answers and 
check for reliability.  
I am using a web-based survey, the link below will take you to it. The process should 
take approximately 20 minutes.  Your feedback is imperative to the overall success of 
my research. 
Your participation is voluntary and uncompensated.  No identifying information is being 
gathered, and your participation is anonymous and confidential.  
Link to survey: 
https://usf.az1.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_3HFoDRGUqVNHb13 
Thank you again for your participation. Should you have any questions, please feel free 
to contact me at the e-mail below. 
Best Regards, 
 
Heba AbuZayyad-Nuseibeh 
Ph.D. Candidate 
University of South Florida 
Dept. of Counseling, Leadership, Adult, Continuing, and Higher Education 
Mail Stop EDU 105 
4202 E. Fowler Avenue 
Tampa, FL 33620 
heba@mail.usf.edu  
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Appendix T: Copy of Reminder e-mail for Reliability Testing 
 
Dear Faculty member, 
  
Last week you received a link for the survey about faculty perceptions towards the 
transitioning process from face-to-face to online instruction.   
 
In order to test the reliability of this survey, I would like to ask you please to retake the 
survey again.  Please kindly use the same pseudonyms that you used the first time, so 
I can compare the answers and check for reliability. 
Link to survey: 
https://usf.az1.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_7O4fjnhueptJJkN 
Your feedback is imperative to the overall success of my research.  Your participation is 
voluntary and uncompensated.  No identifying information is being gathered, and your 
participation is anonymous and confidential. 
Thank you again for your participation.  Should you have any questions, please feel free 
to contact me at the e-mail below. 
 
Best Regards, 
 
Heba AbuZayyad-Nuseibeh 
Ph.D. Candidate 
University of South Florida 
Dept. of Counseling, Leadership, Adult, Continuing, and Higher Education 
Mail Stop EDU 105 
4202 E. Fowler Avenue 
Tampa, FL 33620 
heba@mail.usf.edu  
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Appendix U: Copy of Qualtrics.com Survey 
Faculty Perceptions Towards the Transitioning Process from Face-to-Face to Online Instruction 
 
Q1            Thank you for your participation in this research (USF IRB# 27411) regarding online 
instruction. Information gathered from this study may be utilized to assist universities in 
providing appropriate programs and resources to help in providing quality online 
instruction.  Because of your background and experience, your participation and input is 
invaluable.  This survey is a part of a dissertation, consists of 50 questions, and should take 
approximately less than 20 minutes to complete.  Your participation is voluntary and 
uncompensated.  No identifying information is being gathered and your participation is 
anonymous and confidential.  There are no known benefits or risks to this research and data will 
be kept for a period of 5 years.       If, at any time, you have questions regarding your 
participation or issues with this website, please contact the Principal Investigator, Heba 
AbuZayyad-Nuseibeh, at heba@mail.usf.edu    Again, thank you for your participation!   I have 
read and understand my rights as listed above, and consent to participate in this survey. 
 Yes (1) 
 
 Q2 Have you ever converted a course from face-to-face to online in a higher education 
setting? 
 Yes (1) 
 No (2) 
If No Is Selected, Then Skip To End of Survey 
 
Q3 How many years have you taught in higher education setting? 
 0-2 (1) 
 3-5 (2) 
 6-8 (3) 
 9-11 (4) 
 12 or more (5) 
 
Q4 What is your gender? 
 Male (1) 
 Female (2) 
 Other (please specify) (3) ____________________ 
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Appendix U Continued  
 
Q5 What is your faculty rank? 
 Adjunct/Part Time (1) 
 Instructor (2) 
 Assistant Professor (3) 
 Associate Professor (4) 
 Full Professor (5) 
 Visiting Instructor (10) 
 Other (please specify) (6) ____________________ 
 
Q6 What is the total number of courses (including different offerings for the same course) that 
you have taught fully online (a course with no face-to-face meetings) to date? 
 None (1) 
 5 or fewer (2) 
 6-10 (3) 
 11-20 (4) 
 21 or more (5) 
 
Q7 What is the total number of blended courses (including different offerings for the same 
course) that you have taught online, (blended courses are 1 to 3 face-to-face meetings but 
primarily online)? 
 None (1) 
 Less than 5 (2) 
 6-10 (3) 
 11-20 (4) 
 21 or more (5) 
 
Q8 What was the major motivating factor that led you to begin teaching online courses? (Check 
all that apply) 
 Interest in online instruction (1) 
 Job expectation or institutional requirement (2) 
 Self motivation (5) 
 Flexibility of teaching online (3) 
 Other (please specify) (4) ____________________ 
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Q9 What were your reasons for taking an online course as a learner? (Check all that apply) 
 I have never taken an online course as a learner (1) 
 I have taken an online course for work (2) 
 I have taken an online course for training (3) 
 I have taken an online course out of personal interest (4) 
 I have taken an online course as a part of a degree program (5) 
 Other (please specify) (6) ____________________ 
If I have never taken an onlin... Is Selected, Then Skip To How difficult would you say it is on ... 
 
Q10 How has your experience as a learner in an online course (or lack of taking an online 
course) affected your teaching in the online environment?  
 There is no relationship between taking an online course as a learner and teaching in the 
online environment (1) 
 This experience had helped in improving my skills developing online courses, and made me 
more comfortable in this educational model (2) 
 Motivation (The experience of developing an online course motivated me to participate in 
another course) (3) 
 Other (please specify) (4) ____________________ 
 
Q11 How difficult would you say it is on average to convert a course from face-to-face format to 
online format? 
 Very Easy (2) 
 Easy (3) 
 Neither easy nor hard (4) 
 Difficult (5) 
 Very difficult (6) 
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Q12 What tools are you currently using in the online environment, that you did not use in the 
face-to-face instruction? (Check all that apply) 
 Digital Dropbox, Box,... (1) 
 Online Grade Book (2) 
 Live Chat (3) 
 Discussion Board (4) 
 Video or Movies (5) 
 Podcasting (6) 
 PowerPoint Presentations (7) 
 Assessments (8) 
 Virtual Classroom (9) 
 Plagiarism Tools (10) 
 Wikis (11) 
 Online Office Suite (Google Docs, Office 365,...) (13) 
 Doodle (14) 
 Web conferencing program (15) 
 Interactive online materials (16) 
 Other (please specify) (12) ____________________ 
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Q13 Of the tool(s) that you are NOT currently using, what would you consider implementing in 
the future in your online courses? (Check all that apply) 
 I would not consider implementing any additional tools (1) 
 Digital Dropbox, Box,.. (2) 
 Online Grade Book (3) 
 Live Chat (4) 
 Discussion Board (5) 
 Video or Movies (6) 
 Podcasting (7) 
 PowerPoint Presentations (8) 
 Assessments (9) 
 Virtual Classroom (10) 
 Plagiarism Tools (11) 
 Wikis (12) 
 Online Office Suite (Google Docs, Office 365,...) (15) 
 Doodle (16) 
 Web conferencing programs (17) 
 Interactive online materials (18) 
 I would consider implementing other additional tools as they are developed (13) 
 Other (please specify) (14) ____________________ 
 
Q14 The next questions deal with Technical Aspects of the online transition process.   Examples 
include:  How to use the Course Management System (CMS) tools and get them to work, how to 
log in, and where to click to find/edit/add/remove content.   
 
Q17 To what extent have you had formal training in technical aspects of creating online courses? 
 None (1) 
 Little (2) 
 Some (3) 
 A Lot (4) 
 Extensive (5) 
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Q15 What source of formal training did you receive on the TECHNICAL ASPECTS of the 
Course Management System (CMS) PRIOR to instructing online? (Examples of CMS include 
Blackboard, Canvas, to name a few) 
 Not Formally Trained (1) 
 Institution Provided (2) 
 CMS System Provided (3) 
 Both Institutions and CMS System Provided (4) 
 Self taught (6) 
 Other (please specify) (5) ____________________ 
 
Q16 How would you rate your technical preparation for creating online course PRIOR to 
receiving formal training? 
 Not formally trained (1) 
 Extremely unprepared (6) 
 Somewhat unprepered (2) 
 Neither prepared or unprepared (3) 
 Somewhat prepared (4) 
 Extremely prepared (5) 
 
Q18 How would you rate your technical preparation for creating online courses AFTER 
receiving formal training? 
 Not formally trained (1) 
 Extremely unprepared (2) 
 Somewhat unprepared (3) 
 Neither prepared or unprepared (4) 
 Somewhat prepared (5) 
 Extremely prepared (6) 
 
Q19 Do you think that technical training should be required prior to teaching the first online 
course? 
 Yes (1) 
 No (2) 
 Other (please specify) (3) ____________________ 
 
Q20 Would you like additional technical training opportunities pertaining to online instruction, if 
any? 
 Yes (1) 
 No (2) 
 Maybe (please specify) (3) ____________________ 
If No Is Selected, Then Skip To To what extent have you had formal tr... 
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Q21 What format of technical training would you prefer, if any? (Check all that apply) 
 One on one (1) 
 Face-to-face (small group) (2) 
 Face-to-face (large group) (3) 
 Web-based (4) 
 
Q22 The next questions deal with Instructional design aspects of the online transition 
process.   Examples include:  Using different methods to make learning effective, identifying 
learning objectives, aligning those objectives with outcomes, and determining content 
sequences.  
 
Q54 To what extent have you had formal training in instructional design of creating online 
courses? 
 None (1) 
 Little (2) 
 Some (3) 
 A Lot (4) 
 Extensive (5) 
 
Q23 What source of formal training did you receive on the online INSTRUCTIONAL DESIGN 
ASPECTS of the Course Management System (CMS) PRIOR to instructing online? (Examples 
of CMS include Blackboard, Canvas, to name a few) 
 Not Formally Trained (1) 
 Institution Provided (2) 
 CMS System Provided (3) 
 Both Institution and CMS System Provided (4) 
 Other (please explain) (5) ____________________ 
 
Q24 How would you rate your online instructional design training preparation PRIOR to 
receiving formal training ? 
 Not formally trained (1) 
 Extremely unprepared (6) 
 Somewhat unprepared (2) 
 Neither prepared nor unprepared (3) 
 Somewhat prepared (4) 
 Extremely prepared (5) 
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Q25 How would you rate your online instructional design preparation for teaching online 
AFTER receiving formal training? 
 Not formally trained (1) 
 Extremely unprepared (2) 
 Somewhat unprepared (3) 
 Neither prepared or unprepared (4) 
 Somewhat prepared (5) 
 Extremely prepared (6) 
 
Q26 Do you think that instructional design training should be required prior to teaching the first 
online course?     
 Yes (1) 
 No (2) 
 Maybe (please specify) (3) ____________________ 
 
Q27 Would you like additional instructional design training opportunities pertaining to online 
instruction? 
 Yes (1) 
 No (2) 
 Maybe (please specify) (3) ____________________ 
If No Is Selected, Then Skip To Based on your online teaching experie... 
 
Q28 What format of instructional design training would you prefer, if any? (Check all that apply) 
 One on one (1) 
 Face-to-face (small group) (2) 
 Face-to-face (large group) (3) 
 Web-based (4) 
 
Q29 The next questions deal with the online teaching experience as a whole.  
 
Q30 Based on your online teaching experience, which of the following teaching formats best 
serves the learning process? (Check all that apply) 
 Online only (1) 
 Blended sessions (online and face-to-face) (2) 
 Web conferencing programs (3) 
 Interactive online material (5) 
 Depends on the learner (please specify) (4) ____________________ 
 Depends on the course (please specify) (6) ____________________ 
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Q31 Did your institution provide you with the funding/financial support you needed? 
 Yes (1) 
 Yes, but I would have liked additional financial support (2) 
 No (3) 
 
Q32 Did you need additional funding/financial support to help you to obtain better quality online 
materials for your courses? 
 Yes (1) 
 No (2) 
 
Q33 Have you used any web conferencing programs for holding discussions with your students 
in your online courses? (Examples are Elluminate Live, Blackboard collaborate, Adobe Connect, 
Skype, etc.)  
 Yes (1) 
 No (2) 
If No Is Selected, Then Skip To To what extent do you recommend using... 
 
Q34 How many times have you used the web conferencing programs per semester? 
 1 time (1) 
 2-3 times (2) 
 Every week (3) 
 Other (please specify) (4) ____________________ 
 
Q35 Do you recommend using web conferencing programs in your online courses? 
 Yes (1) 
 Sometimes (3) 
 No (please explain) (2) ____________________ 
If No (please explain) Is Selected, Then Skip To Which delivery method do you most pre... 
 
Q36 To what extent do you recommend using web conferencing programs in your online 
courses? 
 Minimal (2) 
 Somewhat (3) 
 A lot (4) 
 Extremely (5) 
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Q37 Why would you recommend using web conferencing programs in your online courses? 
(Check all that apply) 
 It provides a more interactive environment. (1) 
 It helps in tracking whether the students are following up or not. (2) 
 It provides flexibility in delivery. (3) 
 It enhances the reinforcement of the material. (4) 
 Other (please explain) (5) ____________________ 
 
Q38 Which delivery method do you most prefer? Please explain your answer. 
 Synchronous (Learning setting where students and the instructor interact at the same time 
using some interaction tool, and therefore it requires both instructors and students to be 
online at the same time) (1) 
 Asynchronous (Learning setting where students and instructors can interact at different times, 
for example when a student watches a pre-recorded lecture, or when an instructor replies to a 
student's question in his own time) (2) 
 Both methods (3) 
 Please explain your answer: (4) ____________________ 
 
Q39 Do you require your students to attend synchronous discussions using any web conferencing 
program, if you hold any? 
 Yes (1) 
 No (2) 
 
Q40 Do you require your students to participate in the asynchronous recorded presentations, if 
you hold any? 
 Yes (1) 
 No (2) 
If No Is Selected, Then Skip To How do you require your students to d... 
 
Q41 If you are using asynchronous recorded presentations how would you ensure that the 
students are participating in the activities? (Check all that apply) 
 Giving students questions after they view the session (1) 
 Having a separate activity using the information they learned in the session (2) 
 Taking a quiz (3) 
 Posting on discussion board (4) 
 Collaborating with their group members (5) 
 Other (please specify) (6) ____________________ 
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 Q42 How do you require your students to do their assignments? 
 All assignments are given face-to-face (1) 
 All assignments are given online (2) 
 All assignments are online, and some are face-to-face (3) 
 Other (please explain) (4) ____________________ 
 
Q43 From your face-to-face to online course transition process, which of the following resources 
were most beneficial? (Check all that apply) 
 Attending workshops (1) 
 Having an Information Technology (IT) consultant (2) 
 Learning from other faculty members (3) 
 Learning from other universities (4) 
 Learning from other academies, such as  Udacity, coursera, Edx, and khan’s academy (5) 
 Learning how to work from synchronous to asynchronous (6) 
 Other (please specify) (7) ____________________ 
 
Q44 From your face-to-face to online course transition process. How did the advancement in 
new technologies serve you? (Check all that apply) 
 Flexibility in dividing the students into small groups (1) 
 Flexibility in getting the students engaged with each others (2) 
 Flexibility in using the computer applications (apps) to login using tablets, mobiles, and other 
devices (3) 
 Flexibility to login from anywhere, anytime (4) 
 Availability of many resources to all students (5) 
 Other (please specify) (6) ____________________ 
 
Q45 From your face-to-face to online course transition process. What were the major challenges 
that you experienced? (Check all that apply) 
 Unsure of what material to post online (1) 
 Communication barriers with students (2) 
 Students being uncomfortable with the online instruction (3) 
 Lack of enough knowledge (4) 
 Issues with compensation (5) 
 Fear from being released from work, for thinking there is no need for you anymore (6) 
 Fear from improper use of intellectual property; do your courses belong to you or to the 
institution you are working in (7) 
 Converting from Blackboard to Canvas (8) 
 Other (please specify) (9) ____________________ 
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Q46 Think about the ways you present materials to students. What has changed, if anything, 
from your face-to-face to online instruction? (Check all that apply) 
 The ways of communicating with students change with online courses (1) 
 It takes longer to present materials online rather than face-to-face (2) 
 Copyright and ADA policies must be adhered to for online regulations (3) 
 It is easier to address individual needs in online instruction (4) 
 Other (please specify) (5) ____________________ 
 
Q47 Think about the ways you provide feedback to students. What has changed, if anything, 
from your face-to-face to online instruction? (Check all that apply) 
 No change happened in the ways of providing feedback to students in online instruction (1) 
 More feedback is given in online instruction (2) 
 More written comments are given in online instruction (3) 
 Other (please specify) (4) ____________________ 
 
Q48 Think about the diverse talents and ways of learning. What has changed, if anything,  from 
your your face-to-face to online instruction? (Check all that apply) 
 No change occurred regarding the diversity of talents and ways of learning (1) 
 Need to use more creative assessments (2) 
 Need to pay attention to student learning styles (3) 
 Other (please specify) (4) ____________________ 
 
Q49 Think about interaction (student-instructor, student-student, student-content). What has 
changed, if anything, from your face-to-face to online instruction? (Check all that apply) 
 More self-direction in online instruction (4) 
 More freedom, greater accessibility, affordability, convenience, and the freedom to students 
to express their reaction to course contents (5) 
 Reduced interaction and the ability of students asking questions (6) 
 Enhanced interaction as all students participate (7) 
 The instructor has to think harder about communication in online instruction (to ensure 
students are not hiding behind their computers, and to not be misunderstood) (8) 
 Other (please specify) (3) ____________________ 
 
Q50 Think about active learning (engaging students in activities, analysis, synthesis, and 
evaluation of class content). What has changed, if anything, from your face-to-face to online 
instruction? (Check all that apply) 
 No changes took place in active learning in online instruction (1) 
 Creating opportunities for engagement in online instruction (group discussion) (2) 
 Other (please specify) (3) ____________________ 
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Q51 How would you rate your face-to-face to online course transition process experience? 
 Extremely uncomfortable (1) 
 Somewhat uncomfortable (2) 
 Neither (3) 
 Comfortable (4) 
 Extremely comfortable (5) 
 
Q52 Do you recommend other faculty members to convert to Online Instruction? 
 Yes (1) 
 No (2) 
 Maybe (please explain) (3) ____________________ 
 
Q53 Are there any additional comments you would like to add? 
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Appendix V: Comments provided for Q38 Other option  
Q38 Which delivery method do you most prefer?  Please explain your answer: 
 
• There is value in both, depending on the content and topic.  
• As an instructor, I loved teaching asynchronous classes.  I could teach students 
from different countries around the world, and students came to "class" at their 
own optimal times.  No one could hide from me, because I could see all of their 
answers to questions.  I could provide each of them with individual feedback that 
I thought enhanced their learning.  The only disadvantage was that it took me 
longer to teach.  Whereas in face to face classes, I could tell everyone 
information at once, in the online setting, questions came all the time, and I spent 
hours and hours addressing my students' needs and misunderstandings. 
• Asynchronous method works better for providing peer review for the students on 
the discussion board.  Synchronous method is good for one-to-one meetings with 
the students.  
• Synchronous method is not well attended by students.  
• Asynchronous allows students from all over the world to participate based on 
their availability, work and family schedules. 
• It depends on the material to be conveyed and the nature of the student 
population. 
• Students’ interests are in having flexibility and hence asynchronous is required to 
accommodate students.   
• I prefer synchronous, but understand this does not work for all students, 
especially for students in online only programs who require flexibility  
• Depending on the course activities: If the course activity requires students work 
independently, asynchronous would work well.  If the course activity requires 
students get together (such as team presentation or project demonstration), then 
synchronous method would work better. 
• Students and instructors want to work at their own pace, which makes the 
asynchronous method more preferred.  
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• I find the asynchronous courses to be not as beneficial.  Students would do the 
work the first week of class then stagnate the rest of the semester. 
• Asynchronous method allows the course material to be loaded on the first day.  
• As long as students meet deadlines, asynchronous allows accelerated learning 
for fast learners and a slower pace for those who might struggle.  
• The primary benefit for on-line courses seems to be the opportunity for 
asynchronous teaching/learning. 
• Some students prefer the asynchronous model (bulletin boards and email 
interaction) but synchronous would create a more conversational environment, 
which some students may prefer. 
• For typical students (various self-discipline skills) synchronous will be best with 
adequate support for the online interactive process to be effective.  
Asynchronous, is poor for undisciplined students.  For both, cheating is more 
likely with the online vs in-class students and a way is needed to manage that. 
• Synchronous is best for giving help; asynchronous is best for providing content. 
• Online courses operate better when a majority of the communication is 
asynchronous.  
• The only place synchronous communication works is when student teams opt to 
use a synchronous method for their own purposes. 
• It depends on the course level, topic and students. 
• Synchronous works as a substitute for face-to-face classroom interaction and as 
office hours. 
• Numerous respondents highlighted that asynchronous method is most preferred 
due to the flexibility it provides for both the students and instructors. 
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